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It is a time of great change and transition in Europe.

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the dissolution of
the Soviet Union in the 1990’s set into motion a series of
events that could only be imagined twenty years ago. Today
we see a united Germany and the countries of Eéstern Europe
moving rapidly thards democratié governments, demand
economies and closer political, economic and social ties
with the West. In the midst of these significant events
the European Union (EU) and its fifteen member countries
stand at.an important juncture in the development of common
foreign and security policy.

The subject of my thesis is £he European Union and
formulation of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP).
The questions I will try to answer are: One, what must the
EU do in order to establish a viable CFSP? Two, does the
EU need a military component to’enforce its CFSP once
achieved? This discussion is impdrtant forbtwo reasons.
First, the European Union is in a position to take on a

significant role in maintaining peace in the world as well




as meeting its own security cﬁallenges, if it can agree on
common foreign and security policy (CFSP). Second, if the
EU cannot agree on CFSP and its implementation then the EU
may remain on the back burner. Meanwhile organizations
like the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the United Nations (UN) will méintain peace and
security in Europe and the world.

The thesis is organized into four chapters and a
conclusion. Chapter one will be an overview’of the history
of European security to set the stage for later chapters.
It will focus on defense organizations and their changing
roles from the end of World War II‘through the Cold War to
the present. Chapter two will cover current security
organizations (including structure and military forces),
and the missions and functions they perform. Chapter three
will discuss CFSP; what it is, attempts at formulation, and -
EU efforts towards developing and implementing it. Two
significant problems in establishing CFSP are unanimous
versus majority voting and Member States remaining united
once a decision has been made. Invparticular the‘United
Kingdom strongly opposes giving up any national sovereignty
in the area of defense to a supranational body like the EU.

Finally, chapter four will look to the future of EU




security and address several questions. New threats to
security have replaced those of the cold war. The EU, the
Western European Union (WEU), and NATO must reorganize to
meet these new security challenges. How will each
organization develop as they address the future? The EU
and NATO are expanding. What will be the effect on the
EU’s CFSP? Finally, as the EU expands and develops a CFSP
the United States and the Central and East European
Countries (CEECs) will have a significant impact on its
development. How the EU adapts CFSP development in light
of this has important implications for emerging security
policies. 1In my conclusion I will provide an assessment of
current EU pfogress towards achieving common foreign and
security policy and the integration of current defense

institutions that serve Europe and the EU.




‘Those unwilling to undertake anything because they
had no guarantee that things would turn out as they had
planned were doomed to paralysis. No one today can predict
the shape of the Europe of tomorrow, for it is impossible
to foretell what changes will be begotten by change..The
path ahead must be opened up a day at a time, the most
important thing being to have an objective clear enough not
to be lost sight of.’

Jean Monnet, Mémoires

When hostilities ended in Europe in 1945, much of the
continent lay in ruins. Mass aerial bombing, a new
innovation, was effective not only in killing soldiers and
civilians but also in destroying communications systems,
roads, bridges and buildings. Millions of refugees
wandered about Europe trying to get back home. Meanwhile
there was great danger of famine as food supplies ran low.
Germany, once the center of European power, had ceased to

exist as a viable country. Germany’s bid for greater power

had again devastated the European continent.




ORIGINS

In the years following the war, there were many people
who believed that future war on the European continent
could be prevented through closer economic and political
ties. From 1945 to 1993, economic and security
organizations would be formed with disparate goals except
for one, securing peace in Europe. |

Winston Churchill called for a “kind of United States
of Europe."l Others such as Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman
believed in a unified Europe, and both men would come to
play important roles in Europe’s future. Jean Monnet, a
French economist and statesman, was a great promoter of
European unification. Although Monnet was not a
politician, he had worked in political circles and knew
personaliy many of the political leaders in both Europe and
the United States. |

The advantages of a unified Europe were clear to him
as he spoke to skeptics and supporters alike. Monnet
believed fhat a unified Europé could enjoy similar benefits
as the United States: free trade, freer cultural exchange,

democracy, and an end to endemic warfare.

! Collins, Michael, J., Western European Integration: Implications for U.S. Policy and Strategy. Praeger,
New York, 1992, p 10.




In 1945, the United Nations (UN), a successor to the
League of Nations, was founded in San Francisco) with its
charter signed by fifty-one countries. Its goal was and
still is to promote peace and international éooperation.

In December 1947, a Congress of Europe met in an

attempt to achieve greater European cooperation. It met at

The Hague and was attended by representativeé of sixteen
countries. Later came the Organizatidn for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in April 1948 and the Council
of Europe in May 1949. The OEEC would become the agency to
administer Marshall Plan funds, while the goal of the
Council of Europe was aimed at improving international
cooperation among the West European states. Ihese groups
were effective in Europe’é economic recovery but did little
to fostef greater political cooperatioh, unification or
federation. This lack of cooperation was due mainly to
British resistance to the idea of unification and
reluctance to give up any national sovereignty.

Meanwhile security arrangements between France and
Britain were underway. In March 1947, France and Britain
signed the Treaty of Dunkirk. The treaty’s purpose‘was
primarily defense against any future German aggressidn. In

1948, two events would serve further to unite Europe. 1In




March, the Communists took control of Czechoslovakia, and
in April, the Berlin blockade began. The tﬁreat was no
longer Germany, but the Soviet Union.

In May 1948, France and Britain joined with the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg in the Brussels Treaty
Organization (BTO), also called the Western Union; The
Organization formed a fifty-year alliance to come to the
aid of each other in the event of aggression towards one of
the members. It was also a diplomatic tool to further
unite Europe. The BTO would also come to play an important
role in the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the Western European Union (WEU).
One month later, in June 1948, the United States passed the
Vandenberg Resolutiqn authorizing alliances outside the
American-continent in peacetime. The United States
commitment to European security arrived with the signing of
the North Atlantic Treaty in Washington, D.C. in April
1949. The treaty is composed of a preamble and fQurteen
articles. The Atlantic alliance thus formed included ten

European countries? plus the United States and Canada.

? Original members; Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom, United States. Greece and Turkey admitted in 1952, the Federal
Republic of Germany in 1955, and Spain in 1982.




NATO’s purpose was simple -- to prevent aggression, or, if
necessary, to resist attack against any alliance member. >
With United States involvement in European defense and
firm commitments from the ten European countries and
Canada, immediate security concerns were satisfied.

Monnet, however, was not satisfied with progress towards
unifying Europe. He saw an opportunity to move towards
unification in the coal and steel industry. France had
most of the iron ore and Germany had most of the coal.
These natural resources and their locations had been an
underlying problem in Franco-German relations and had led
to many quarrels.  From Monnet’s vision came the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). With the help of Robert
Schuman, the French Foreign Minister, they developed a
supranational body. Its purpose was to control all aspects
of the coal and steel industry of the six member countries
including all mining, production, transportation, pricing,’
and wages. This was an important first step in the

unification of Europe, because it created a common interest

among several European countries.

3 Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, Fact Sheet: The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, May
1997. .
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Monnet tried to persuade the British to join the ECSC, but
he was unsuccessful. His argument was:

“The Schuman proposals are revolutionary or they are

nothing.... Cooperation between nations, while

essential, cannot alone meet our problem. What
must be sought is a fusion of the interests of the

European peoples and not merely another effort to

maintain an equilibrium of those interests through

additional machinery for negotiations....The Schuman
proposals provide a basis for the building of a new

Europe...the indispensable first principle of these

proposals is the abnegation of sovereignty in a

limited but decisive field.”*

The British refusal to join the ECSC was disappointing
for Monnet; however, it did draw the six signatory
countries closer together. After working out the details,
the Treaty of Paris was signed on April 18, 1951, by
representatives of Belgium, France, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. The ECSC would prove to
be successful in achieving its goals of a more efficient
coal and steel industry, promoting regional economic growth
and fostering greater economic cooperation among the six
signatories to this day.

EUROPEAN SECURITY

Although West European economic cooperation was
increasing among the members of the ECSC, a European

security agreement was still needed. Both the title and

4 Collins, p 15
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the preamble of the Brussels Treaty addressed the issue of
collective self-defense, but little progress had actually
been made. In 1953, there was an attempt to establish a
European security structure by combining the security
dimension of the Brussels Treaty with the supranational
structure of the ECSC.'YIt was called the European Defense
Community (EDC) and would have provided for a joint

European military establishment. 1In conjunction with the

"EDC, there was an attempt to further political integration

via the European Political Community (EPC) with
competencies in the fields of economics, foreign relations,
and security policies. Both initiatives failed. 1In 1954,
Great Britain refused to join and the French National
Assembly voted to move on to other issues rather than
approve the EDC.

From the failure of the EDC came the Paris Agreements
of 1954. The agreements expanded the Brussels Treaty
Organization to allow Italy and the Federal Republic of
Germany to join, thereby creating the Western European
Union. The cornerstone of thé modified Bruséels Treaty is
Article V, which specifies that:

"If any of the high contracting parties should be
the object of an armed attack in Europe, the other

high contracting parties will, in accordance with the
provisions of Article 51 of the Charter of the United

12




Nations, afford the party so attacked all the military
and other aid and assistance in their power."

The founding of the WEU was important for several
reasons. First, it was the first time that Great Britain
agreed to join any sort of European security arrangement.
Great Britain agreed to maintain four army divisions and an
air force element on the continent. These forces could not
be withdrawn unless a majority of WEU members agreed.
Second, because of Great Britain’s commitment to West
European security, Western Europe reached a new level of
integration. Untilvjoining the WEU, Great Britain had
always been involved in but apart from the continent. As
Winston Churchill stated in 1953, “We are with them but not
of them."? Great Britain’s commitment>to the WEU greatly
strengthened the European piliar of NATO. Third, the WEU
called for unity and progressive integration of Europe.

Finally, the Brﬁssels Treaty was significant because
it formed a defensive alliance that was far more binding
than that of NATO, because it commits forces of the member
countries unconditionally in the event of an attack upon a

member.

* Ibid., p 12
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Soon after World War Two, many Europeanists.wanted a
security structure independent of the United States. It
was believed that the U.S. would soon withdraw its forces
from the continent. General Eisenhower, the Supreme Allied
Commander of Europe (SACEUR), spoke of U.S. forces
remaining in Europe for “seven or eight years.”® The WEU
therefore provided Western Europe with an organization that
was totally European, had military forces, and established
another avenue for continuing the process of European
security and integration.

The WEU, however, was never coméletely successfulvas a
vehicle for furthering a European security dimension. The
WEU had a few accqmplishments (German admission to NATO,
resolution of the Saar problem, and a link between the UK
and the ECSC), but in reality it was overshadowed by NATO
and was eventually relegated to carrying out routine
operations under the NATO umbrella. It was not until the
mid-1980’s, when the WEU became the focus of new efforts
towards Européan defense cooperation, that the WEU would

play a significant role.’

6 -

Ibid., p 48
" Baun, Michael, J., 4n Imperfect Union: The Maastricht Treaty and the New Politics of European
Integration. Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1996, p 84.

14




The Cold War

When post-World War Two security organizations were
established, the perceived threat was Germany. Efforts to
maintain peace were focused on keeping Germany in military
cheék and forming alliances in the event Germany had to be
controlled once again. However, it soon became apparent
that Germany, while a potential future threaf, was not the
only threat.

Walter Lippmann first used the term “cold war” in 1947
in his book by the same name, but intense‘diplomatic
struggles between the United States and the Soviet Union
had begun as World War Two was ending. Although the Soviet
Union fought on the side of the Allies, it was an
uncomfortable and fragile alliance. Neither side
completeiy trusted the other. When Cermany surrendered in
May 1945, Russian forces were already firmly established in
Berlin. This was the first of many moves that would
dissolve any remaining trust between the Soviet Union and
the West. Stalin wQuld latef use the Soviet Army to occupy
and control much of Eastern Europe in order to secure a
buffer zone between the Soviet Union and the West.

A series of moves and countermoves occurred over the

next several years that created an ever-increasing strain

15




on East-West rélations. Stalin had agreed to_Withdraw
Soviet troops from Iran by 2 March 1946, but in-November
Soviet forces remained in Ifaﬁ, pfovoking anti—Iranién
sentiment in an attempt tob:ing Iran under Soviet
influence. From Turkey, Stalin demanded its eastern
provinées and the‘Tﬁrkish Straits. These moves by Stalin.
ﬁo expand his influénce served further to aivide the former
allieé and led to formﬁlation of the‘Truman doctrine in
1947. The'latter had two objectives: to send U.S. money to
aid Turkey and Gréece in combatiﬁg communism and‘to foster
an American conéensus abouﬁ'the necessity of fighting the
cold war. “

One year{later,3in 1948, the United States léunched

the Marshall Plan or European Recovery Program. The

program made available thirteen billion dollars to rebuild

Europe. Stalin.refused aﬁy aid and responded by further
expanding his control ovef Eastern Europe and threatening
Western control of Gefmany.

Whilé Europe was busy recoverind’from the devaétation
of World War Two, the twolsuperpowers, thé United Sﬁates
and théTSoviet Union, were the driving forcéé in world
events. It was not until the mid-1980’s that Europe.began

to exert itself collebtively in a meaningful way. The

16




European people had a renewed interest in security issués,
probably due to ﬁhe failure of déteﬁte and rising East-West
tensions. - From the pérceived‘threat of a strong Germany to
the real threat from the Soﬁiet Union, the UN, NATO and the
WEU had to refocus and rémain flexible in order to be
viable. The security éhallenges facing Europe were and are
addressed primarily by five Organizations} Each has
different charters, membersland‘methods.of maintaining
peace.
Secﬁrity Insﬁitutions
The United Nations

The United Nations Security Council is the UN organ
responsible for'peacekeeping. Endowed with emergency
executive powers the UN security Council has often sent
peacekeebing forces to'trQublé Spots in the world. 1In
addition to iﬁs peacekeepingyfole, the UN was effective in
easing Cold War tensions betﬁeen Fast and West. The UN was
a key player in arms control‘negotiations leading to the
Partial Test Baﬁ Treaty'(1963),'theiTreaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (1968), the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treatiés‘(1972'and 1979), and the Strategic Arms

Reduction Treaties concluded in 1991 and 1992. Since the

end of the Cold War, the UN has been able to commit more

17




time and‘effort in resblving regional conflicﬁs.‘ From
Cambodia to the Balkans, the UN is active in many types of
operatiohs in support offpeace; |
The North Atlantic Treaty Organiz#tion

From its start‘in 1949 uﬁtil mid—l950,»the‘N§rth
Atlantic Treaty Organization, under Article V, plédged to
come to the aid of any of the treaty members. There was,
however, no mechanism in place for the Alliance to fulfill
its pledge.v Wifh the oﬁtbreak of the.Korean Waf in 1950,

there was renewed concern that the Soviet Union might move

" against a divided Germany. The NATO military command

system was developed inrrésponse to this concern. NATO
memberéhip also grew, with Greece and Turkey‘joining in
1952 and West Germany in 1955. |

As the Cold War.expanded and‘ihtensified in the
1960’s, NATC adoptedva collective security strategy based

on deterrence. Member countries maintained defensive

" military capabilities to deter military aggression.

Conventional NATO forces were sufficient in a defensive
rolevbut the real deterrent power came from the nuclear
superiérity of the‘United States;.

In 1967, NATO éonducted a‘comprehensive review of its

strategy. The result was a reviséd strategy of balanced

18




~response, both conventipnal and nuclear, to éll levels of”
aggression or threats of aggression. " The review also
realized thét a common European defense shouid consider not
only a massive Soviet attack but also more limited forms of
aggression. The‘1970’s bégan with the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT I), but by the late 1970’s, the
Soviet Union had built up its military arsenal. When the
Soviets depioyed new mobile theater missiles (SS-20s) in
1979, NATO again assessed its strategy of deﬁerrence. A
strategy was adopted to pursue arms control negotiations
together with respohdihg to the new threat. The response
was deploying U.S. ground-launched cruise missilesbin
Western Europe. |

The Intermediaté—Range Nuclear Forces (INF’ Treaty
signed in 1987 eiiminated éll Soviet and U.S. land-based,
intérmediate—range miséiles;' NATO again reevaluated poliCy
and developed its “Comprehensi?e Concept of Arms Contrél :
and Disarmament”. - The concept provided a “framework for
alliance policy in nuclear; conventional,vand chemical
fields of arms control and tiéd defensé'poiicies td T

progress in arms control.”®

# Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs. Fact Sheet: The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 9 May
1997. ‘ ' "
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As the Cold War drew to a close in 1989, NATO had to
adapt to the fundamenfal politiéal changes that were taking
place in Europe; In July‘1990, the North Atlantic
Council (NAC) met in London and issued the “London
Declaration on a Transfbrmed North Atlantic Alliance.” The
NAC ministers pledged to develop closer politiéal and
military ties with Moscow andVEastern Européan‘countries.
The NAC met égain in November 1991 andioutiined the “New
Strategic Concept” that‘dismissed the old threat of a-
massive Soviet attack and recoghized new threats such as
the pfoliferation of weapéns of mass destruction and acts
of terrorism and sabotage. It waé also during thié summit
that the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) was
established.l Its purpose was to provide a forum for
consultations betweén NATO members, East European nations,
and the former Soviet republics. There aré currently forty
NACC members,‘inclﬁding‘all sixteen NATO member countries.
Further progress towards better understandihg and
cooperationybetween East and West was’achieVed during the
1994 NATO summit with “Partnership fbr Peace” (PfP).
Partnership for Peace was én U.s. initiativé t§ establish

stronger links between NATO, former Soviet bloc countries :
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and neutral countries. CurrentlY‘twenty+seven countries
have joined Pf? (Appendixilv, PfP Members).

The June 1996 NAC summit produced an égreement that
continues the process ofipeSt—Cold War adaptation. The
agreement has three.components;:restructuring NATO’ s
military commends, building a Eufopean Security and Defense
Identity (ESDI) within the Ailiance, and implementing the

Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) concept. NATO continues

“to revise and develop new policies in order to remain a

viable security organization in the face of great political
change and security challenges.‘
Western Europeen‘Union

The achieﬁementsvof the WEU must have been at first
encouraging and leter disappointing for tnose‘mho had high
hopes for the new organization. Between 1954 and 1973, the
WEthad three significant achievements. First,'the

enlargement of the WEU enabled the Federai'Republic of

"Germany to join NATO. Second, the Saar problem between

France and Germany was resolved. ‘The WEU organized a
referendum for the Searlandeie to decide the fate of their
territory. Thifd, prior to tne Euroneen Economic Community
expansion in 1973, tne WEU wae the only forum available to

the United Kingdom to meet with the members of the ECSC.
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Despitevthese‘successes, the WEU was unable to move
towards its primary missibh of developing a European
security poliéy. Attempts to formulate a éatisfadtory
arrangemeﬁt weré unacceptable.to three membérs: Ireland,

Denmark and Greece.®

‘Resistance to relinquishing more
national sévereignty was too Strong. When the United

Kingdom joined the EEC in 1973, the WEU lost its remaining

"significant role in European affairs. There were no

meetings at ministerial level from 1973 to 1984. 1In 1983

the United States launched its ‘Star Wars’ program without

consulting Europe. This resulted in a desire for a
stronger European security agreement.

In 1980 when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan to

save its Marxist regime, détente was over. As the Cold War

geared up for another round, Washington and Europe had

different ideas about the common security of Europe. There

‘was also more political and popular interest in European

security issues as well as a desire for more aﬁténomy in
East-West relations. There was a‘feeiing among Eﬁropeans
that the United States government was exceésively. |
influencing their defense arrangeﬁents and that more

European control was needed.

® Cahen, Alfred, The Western European Union and NATO: Building a‘European Defense Identity within
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The rebirth of WEU camevin October 1984 during a
meeting of the Foreign Defense Ministeré in Rome. 1In the
Rome Declaration, the ministers stressed their éommitment
to thekgoéls of WEU: | |

| - To strengthen peace and security,.
- To promote the unity and to encoufage the
progfessive integratioﬁ of Europe,
- To coopefate more closely.both émong member
States and with other European organizations.?'®
New measures were discussed on how'ﬁo achieve the elusive
goal of developing a European security arrangement. ‘Many
plans were proposed; howéver, even the most promising plans
were only partially successful. Wifhin the frameWork of
European'Political Co-operation (EPC) the British proposed
competenée in the field of security. What emérged was
competence to deai only with the political aspects of
security.
'The Single European Act (SEA) of December 1985 also
attempted but failed to gain a commitment to a'European
security agreemenﬁ. The continual failure to get European

security off the ground prompted the Seven!' to turn to the

_ the Context of Atlantic Solidarity. Brassey’s, 1989, p 12.

19 The Rome Declaration 26-27 October 1984.
U1 Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom.
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WEU. A European security agreement would continue to prove
illusive, much as it is today.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe & the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

The Organization for‘Secﬁrity and CQoperation in
Europe can be traced back to Joseph Tito (president of
Yugoslavia) in 1944 and Vyacheslav Mélotov (foreign
minister of the Soviet Unioﬁ) in 1953, who both suggested
the-need for a European security conference. Their aim was
to develop greater cooperation‘throuéhout all of Europe.
Tito and Molotév continued urging a conference. After
several years of trying to convincé the West to take part
in this endeavor} the first Conference on Security and
Cooperatién in Europe (CSCE) opened in 1972. Held in
Helsinki, it established agreements among thirty—thrée and
iater thirty—fivévstates to enter into mulﬁilateral
consultations.‘_Preparations were aléo made for a Geneva
conference in 1973. The Geneva conferénce‘concluded with'
the "“Blue Book”; which outlined.final recommendations fof‘
the scope and rules of procedure for future conferences.
The conference of 1975 held in‘Helsinki produced the
“Helsinki Fihal Act”. The'agreeméhts of the Act are'
politically if not legally binding and are divided into

three main categories or “baskets”. Basket one concerns
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questions relating to Eﬁrppean Securiny. Basket two covers
cooperation in the fields of acdnomics;ISCience and
technolagy, and the environment. Basket three covers
cooperation in humanitarian and related issues. During the
Cold War, the CSCE pronided a forum for East-West relations
and was Successfnl in sevefal areas:

- Establishing standards in interstate‘relations,

- Aiding East European countries ;n forming stronger

ties to the West, |
- Negotiating‘thevTreaty pn Conventional Afmed Earces
in Europe (CEE)12 where the Mntual and;Balanced Force
Reduction (MBFR) negofiations had failed and,

- Establishing-favorable conditions betneen East and
West when the Cold War ended.

Post—Cold War political conditions led to tne
institutionalization of the CSCE. Dnring the Paris
conferencé‘in 1990, the CbnferenCe established permanent
institutional bodieai the Senior Councii (Prague), the

Permanent Council (Vienna), and the Parliamentary Assembly

(Copenhagen). In 1994 the Conference name was changed to

the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

(OSCE) .

12 The CFE limits non-nuclear ground and air forces from the Atlantic to the Ural Mountains.
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Since the end of the Cold War, the CSCE/OSCE has
modified its charter and mission to focue on‘cenflict
prevention and crisis management.

The European Union

| The European Ceal and Steel Community established in
1951 was the beginning of the jeurney towards greater
Eurobean integration. The success ofvtheiECSC and the
pressures of tne Cold War led to initiatives in defense and
politicai union. . ECSC members firet'movedkteward'ecenomic
cooperation.  The next step was the creation of a Free
Trade Area (FTA) by the six ECSC members. On 25 March,
1957, the Treety of Rome established the‘Eurepean Economic
Community (EEC) on a supranational basie. The treaty
extended the common market for‘coal and steel to all
economic sectors in the member countries. It also “set up
institutions and decision—making meChanisms.through which
both national interests and a Commnnity}view'could find
their expression. From that time onwafds,‘tne European
Community was the mejor axis round which the movement for a
united Europe turned”.!?®

The United Kingdom, always wary of giving up

B3 Fontaine, Pascal, Seven Key Days in the Making of Europe. Institute of Political Studies, Paris,
1996, p 2. ‘ \ ’
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sovereignty to a'supranational.body, chose not‘to join the
ECSC’or the EEC and formed the.European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) in 1960 with six other countries. The
Association, which included the United Kingdom, Austria,
Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and SWitzerland,
restricted itself to the elimination of tariffs on
industrial products amono its members. The economic
success of the EEC in the 1960’slprompted'Great Britain to
abandon EFTA in 1961 and apply for membership in the EEC.
French Pre81dent Charles de Gaulle vetoed the British
initiative, however, and it was not until 1973 that Great
Britain joined the Community (along with Denmark and

Ireland). Greece joined in 1981, Spain and Portugal in

1986, and Austria, Finland and Sweden in 1991 bringing the

total to'fifteen countries.

In 1967, the EEC evolved into the European Community
(EC) . The EC’s legal foundation conSists of the treaties
of the ECSC, the EEC and the‘European Atomic Energy
Community14 (EAEC) or Euratom. Legally these three
communities exist separately, hut'politicaliy they are

considered one COmmunity.f The distinction between the EEC

14 Euratom, established in 1968 has the followmo tasks; developing research, dispersing knowledge and
making investments. .
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and the EC was that each country has given up some national

sovereignty in order to form a cohesive and strong

- political unit. The EC in effect has a sovereignty of its

own and the force of national léw; During the 1970’s,
efforts to coordihaté nationai'policies coﬂtinued. The
first such instrument was Europeén Politidal Cooperation
(EPC) sét up in 1970. 1Its purpose is, as the name implies,
to act as an instfument to.aid iﬁ‘voluntary foreign policy
coordination. | |

The next significant move towards European integration

was the signing of the Single European Act. The Act, which

entered into force on i July, 1987, had.three main
objectiVes: the creétion of‘a European Union} the
establishmenf of a single market by 1992 and closér policy
cooperation on the environmént,'research andtéchnology;
and foreién policy cooperation. As‘progréss towards the
goals of the SEA continued, two intergovernﬁéntal
conferences were held ih December 1990. The first
conference was cOncerned with planning for economic and
monetary union while the second waS‘responsible for
addressing thé problems of politiéél union. The fesult of
the conferehces was the Treaty on Eufopean Uniqn (TEU)

signed by the member states in Maastricht on 7 February
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1992. Aftor being ratified by member states, the Tréaty
took force on 1 November 1993. 1In the area of security,
the treaty details the procedures for a common fofeign and
security policy (CFSP) that will lead to a oommon defense
policy. However the EU has much work to do in order to
achieve the goal.of CFSP and common defenséf
SUMMARY

For the.pésf forty—six‘years, ftom the formatioﬁ of

the European Coal and Steel Community to the establishment

of the European Union, the overriding objective of European

integration has been to maintain peace. Robert Schuman

believed that by binding European countries together

" economically, war between them would become far less

likely. 'The European Union and the‘many orgaﬁizations that -
have made the EU a reality:have made great economic
progress. Thé securify’organizations of the‘EU, while
accomplishing a great deal, have fallen éhort in
establishingra common‘foreign and security policy. oThe
issue of éecurity is a sensitive one and difficult to
resolve. The nub of the problem is the necessity of giving
up some national sovereignty to‘a supranational‘body.

There are currentlyAfive main organizations that are

involved in European security: the UN, NATO, WEU, OSCE and
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the EU. The purpose, structure, and relationships among
these organizations with regard to the security of the

European Union are the subjects of the next chapter.

30




“Have your musket clean as a whistle, hatchet scoured,
sixty rounds powder and ball, and be ready to march at a
minutes warning.”

Major Robeft Rogers, Standing Orders, 1759

Although the Cold War is»considered over, sequrity
remains vital. With the hold of sociaiist regimés broken,
conflicts have erupted.that threatén to disrupt‘economies
and éause instability. The conflict in the Balkans is a
cdnstant'reminder of Europe’s inability to meet thé new
security challénges facing itiénd the world.

' Ail five institutions (UN, WEU, NATO, OSCE, EU),
whether political or military or political/military in
nature, have missions‘and orgénizations‘to address the
challenges of maintaining security for Eurdpe and the

European theater.

! Major Rogers organized the first Rangefs in 1756 to fight for the British during the French and Indian
Wars. ' ’
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European leaders>are‘in the midsfiof sorting out who is
responsible for what in trying to adapt to a ﬁhanging
Europe. |

Each institution that currentlyrplays a part in
Europe’s securify architecture has a uniqﬁé quality that
adds strength to the whole struétﬁré. What must be sorted
out are the speéific tasks and missions of each, so that
they are working in harmony and not discord tOWards a
common goal.
THE UNITED NATIONS
Organization

The United Nations is the lgrgest of the organizations
‘with 185 membef states. It is an‘organiiation of sovereign
nations ih the pursuit of world peace and stability.‘ Each
member‘régardless of‘size‘or economic perr has a voice and
a vote in the policies set forth by the organization.
‘Under Article Four of the Charter of the UN,vmembership_is
“opén to all peace-loving stateS which accéptkthe
obligations contained in the bresent Charter and, in the
bjudgment of the Orgaﬁization, are ablé and willing to carry

7?2

out these obligations. For the organizations discussed

2 Charter of the United Nations, Chapter 11, Membership.
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here, the UN is important because it is the foundation with
which the remaining organizations seek to comply.

The UN has six main oroans: the General Aesembly, the
Security Council, the Economic and Sociavaouncil, the
Trusteeship Council,vthe inte;national Court of Justice and
the Secretariat. The General Assemblyband the éecurity
Council are by virtue of thekUN Charter responsible for
peace and security. The Secretary General of the Assembly
is also an important figure in maintaining peace.

The General Assembly

The‘General Aseembly is the main delibefative body.
Each of the 185 member states is represented and has one
vote. Much like a parliament; simple matters require a
majority vote'ﬁhile more serious questions require a two-
thirds mejority vote. Once a decision is made, the
Assembly has no power to compel‘ény state to act other fhen
the pressure of worid‘opinion; The Assembly also performs
the following functions:

- Sets policies end detefmines programs for the UN

" Secretariat, |

- Directs activities for development,

- Approvee the UN bndget,vincluding neacekeeping

operations,
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- Receives reports from other organs, admits new
membere end appoints'the UN Secretary General. .

The Secretary‘General‘presides over and is appointed
by the AsSembly.( The Seciefary Generalvﬁlays a central
role in securing and mainﬁaiﬁing peace. The Secretary |
General may initiate fact?finding missione and appoint
special committeee in order to determine if peace is
threatened. The Secretary also has the authority to bring
to the attention of the Secufity Council concerns or
violations that threaten peace and international security.
The Secﬁrity Coﬁncii |

While the General Assemblyvand the Security Council
interact on issues of peace and security, the;primary organ
for the day-to-day mission of peace and security ie the
Security.Council. The Council has fifteen members, five of
which are permanent: China,’France( Russia; the United
Kingdom, and the.ﬁnited States. The Assembly elects the
other ten members for two-year fefms. Ordinary decisions

require nine votes, and decisions cannot be taken if a

permanent member casts a veto.

When a problem arises between member states, they may
bring the dispute before the Council for a decision.

Unlike the Assembly, when the Council makes a decision the
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member state or states are obligated to compiy. To back up
. the decisioﬁ the Council may impose economic sanctions or
order collective military action. Other options evailable
to the Council are: |

- Mediation between epposing parties,

- Deploying peace-keepers to prevent a conflict,

reduce tensions or keep opposing forces apart,

- In the eyent of hostilities, securiﬁg a cease—fife.
Military Forces |

Forees avaiiabie to »the Council for UN peacekeeping
operations come from member states that voluntarily~provide
troops and equipment.‘ Force size and composition depend on
the world situation and ongoing’UN‘opetations. 'In 1996 for
example, 26,300 UN troops, military ebservers, and civilian’
police from seventy countries were depleyed “to seventeen
operations around the worl'd,3 |

Peacekeeping operations (PKO) are the primary military
actions performed by the UN. These boperations ‘ihclude
implementing ©peace agreements,‘ monitoring cease-fires,
patrolling demilitarized zones, creating buffer ZOnes’
between opposing forces, and deiaying fighting during peace

negotiations. Recent examples are the UN missions in

3 United Nations Department of Public Information, The UN in Brief. July 1996, p 10.
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Croatia and Macedonia. Peacei enforcement operetions' are
employed less ‘freqUently. While peecekeeping operations
are conducted with the conseﬁtu'of the oppoeingv groups,
peace enforcement Operaﬁioﬁs ean' be carried vout without
consent. Member states are given authorization to take all
necessary measures to achieve the sfated:goal. The‘Gulf
War, Somalia,.and Bosnia and‘Herzegovina are_exempleS‘of
peace enforcement operationsL
THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION
Organization |

The‘Western European Union has, since the 1980;S,Ibeeh
revived end named.as‘ﬁhe orgahization to act as a link
. between the political‘geals Qf the European Union and the
'security_objeetives of NATO. Article J.4,}paragreph 2
states, “The union requests the Western European Union‘
(WEU), which is an integrel pert Qf‘the development of the
Uhion, to elaborate and implement decisions and actioﬁs of
the Union which have defeneevimplieetions. The Council
Shail, in agreement with the‘institutions of the WEU, adopt
the necessary practieal afrangements.”4 The WEU is also the
only multilatefai orgaﬁization where foreign and defense

ministers meet together on a regular basis. The WEU is

4 Treaty on European Union, Title V, Article 14
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therefore well suited to combine the military assets
availablé to the WEU with the politiéal objectives of the
EU. |

The WEU has three organiiational afms established by
the Modified'Brussels'Treaty: the Council of Ministers, the'
Permanent Council, and the Parliamenta:y Assembly. Since
October 1984 and The Rome Declaration the Ministeré haVe
reinforced their commitment to:work thards’échievihg the

goals of:

Further integrating Europe,

Maintaining the Atlantic Alliance,

Strengthening the European pillar of the Alliance,

Providing a-forum'for discussionydf key European
security intérests.

There are four types of WEU membership; In order of
commitment they are full members,’ assoéiate members,
observers, and associaté‘ partners. ~ Associate members
commit:military forces to WEU operations and participate as
full members in plannihg’operations.' Observers must haﬁe
the agreement of all the full membefs to participate in a
WEU opération. AsSociéte pértners also parﬁiCipate‘ with
the consent of the full  mémbers énd commit appropriate

forces. There are currently' ten WEU members, five
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observers, three associate members, and nine associate
partners (see appendix II).
The Council 6f‘Ministers
The Council of Ministers is made up‘of foreign

and defense ministers from the twenty—seveﬁ member
countries. The Ministers:meet a minimum of twice a year
and when.world or European evénts dicféte. The Council
provides guidance to and hands down decisions for action by
the Permanént Council.
The Permanenﬁ Council

The Council of WEU was created ih 1954 under the
Brussels‘Treaty ahd later ameﬁded by ArticleVVII of the
Brussels'Treaty.  The Counéilfs task is the execution of
the Tréaty, its protocols, and annexes. It also carries
out the aecisions of the Ministers. The Council decideé on
the organization of its work and can set up additional
bodies to accompliSh its goals. It is a decision—making
body via voting procedures as opposed'to the consultative
nature of the Council>during the Brussels Treaty
Organization."Eéch member country holds the Presidency-for
a one-year térm. Full Members of the‘WEU make up the

Council.
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The Assembly

When the Aésembly wés first fofmed under protocol to
the Brussels Treaty, there was very little guidance given.
The only requirement of the Assembly was to discuss an
annual report from the Council on its activities and “in
particular concerning the control of armaments.” The
Assembly therefore began work on a charter to expand its
role and power in WEU. ‘The Assembly presented a draft
éharter that was not completely acceptable to the Council.
In particular, the Couﬁcil did not approve of the term
“Charter” which “smacked of Runnymedevand the restoration

75  The Council also rejeéted the proposal

of the Bourbons.
that the Assembly could adopt a “vote of general
disagreement” with the Council. After some haggling with
the Counéil over these and other points, members agreed on
several issues. The Assembly:

- Is consultative in hature,

- Has no power to overthrow the executive organ;

- Can adopt a motion to disagree with the Report of

the Council.

5 Robertson, A. H., European Institutions: Cooperation, Integration, Unification. The London Institute of
World Affairs, London, 1973, p 136.
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Military Forces

WEU military orgénizatioh is such that it allows for
diverse responses‘to its own or outside crisis or requests.
Military forces can be employed in response to crisis on
its own initiative or at’the request of the EU or NATO. At
the Petersberg Ministerial meeting in 1992, WEU outlined
the missions for which their forces could be employed:

- Humanitarian and rescue,

- Peacekeeping operations,

- Crisis management including peacemaking.

Missions are initiated in respohse to a crisis‘either
collectively or individually. 1In most cases, assistance
from other countries is called for and a coalition will be
formed to meet the demands of the crisis. Because WEU
missions are sometimes conducted with NATO, procedures fall

in line with those established and practiced by NATO

forces.

Depending on the cfisis and the situation,
responsibility for the operatioﬁ can be held by a “lead
nation” or by the‘WEU. If a nation assumes a leadership
role in the opération, the WEU can provide political
support by coordinating contributions to the operation. If

the operation is in response to a requestvfrom the EU, the
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EU can apply pelitical, economic and financial pressure in
conjunction with military force‘from WEU.

The organization of the WEU has developed in response
to the many types of missions it must potentially fill. 1In
1992, a Planning Cell was established as a result of the
Petersberg Declaration to plan for WEU operations. The
Cell’s purpose is to speed up the WEU’s decision-making
process and its ability to conduct missionsr Another
important task for the Planhing Cell is maintaining and
updating the list of Forces Answerable to WEU (FAWEU). The
FAWEU include Full and Associate Members of WEU. Military
resources from Member States, and Associate Member States
including national forces are:

The European Corps: Belgium, France, Germany,

Lﬁxembourg and Spain,

- The Multinational Division Central: Belgium,
Germany, Netherlands, UK (including the
UK/Netherlands Amphibious Force),

- EUROFOR and EUROMARFOR®: France, Italy, Portugal and
Spain,

- Franco/UK European Air Group: France and UK.

¢ European Force (EUROFOR) and European Marine Force (EUROMARFOR).
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Efforts are also uhderway between WEU and NATO to:
determine the composition and command structure of NATO
forces that will be available to WEU. By sharing the
forces available, both WEU and NATO can avoid the expense
of duplication of forces. The NATO Combined Joint Task
Force (CJTF)‘concept is part of this effort and will be
discussed in the next section. |

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATf ORGANIZATION
Organization

Thefe is much agreement from both sides of the
Atlantic that NATO is and will remain the cornerétone of
European security. Just as‘the EU is dependent‘on WEU for
defense, the same can be said for WEU’s feliance on NATO
for conventional forces and nuclear security. Current NATO
structure inciudes seven major organs: '
North Atlantic Council (NAC), the principal forum for NATO
members on matters of their common security,
North Atlantic Council/Defense Ministers (NAC/D), concerned
with overalliissues of defense,
Defense Plahning Committee (DPC), defehse planning and all
matters relating to the integrated military structure

(France withdrew from the DPC in 1966)
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Nuclear Planniﬁg Group, ‘authority fér all nuclear matters
(France doesvnot participate, Iceland is an observer),
Military Committee, composed»of the chiéfs‘of staff of each
country (Icelaﬁd has nd military fdrCesland is represented
by a civilian), advises the NAC and DPC on military matters
and provides guidance to the NATO commanders,

Regional Commands, Allied Command Eu;ope (ACE) and Allied
Command Atiantic (ACLANT) cover the strategic éreas of

member countries,

North Atlantic Cooperation Councii (NACC), established to
form greater ties with former WaréaW'Pact states. Current
members include the sixteen‘NATO couﬁtries7, eight Central
European states, the twelve former Soviet republics, and

three Baltic States®.
NATO Adéptation |

NATO has from its inception been a political and
military alliance. Now with the Cold War over, NATO is
adapting to new threats and security challenges to the

Alliance. Measures are underway to continue the process of

Belglum Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal Spain, Turkey, The United Kingdom, The United States.

8 Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Tajikistan, The Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbeklstan Austria, Finland, Malta and Sweden have
observer status as participants in PfP.
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adaptation. NATO’s new Strategic Concept, introduced at
the Rome Summit in November 1991 detailed the missions that
NATO forces will undertake.i In addition to défending the
‘security ahd territorial integrity of member states, new
missions include crisis management and prevention
operations, including‘peacekeepiﬁg. Alliance leaders

- continue the process of NATO adaptétion by réviSing force
énd command structures. At the June 1996 North Atlantic
Council (NAC) meeting, the Ministeré'agreed on three
measures designed to furthervthe process of NATO
adaptation:

- Restructuring NATO’s military commands,

- Building a Eufopean Security and Defense Identity

(ESDI), and

- Iﬁplementing the‘éombined Joint Task Fofce (CJTF)

concept.

The principal feature of restructuring military
commands is a reduction of Major NATO Commands fromvthree
to two. The remaining commands are Allied Command Europe
(ACE) and Allied Command Atlantic (ACLANT). Alliéd Command
Channel (ACCHAN) was disbanded on 1 ane, 1994, and

absorbed by Allied Command Europe.
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ESDI is cﬁrrently being developed within the Alliance.
Once in place, ESDI would maintain military forces under
the political control of the WEU. This arrangement would
allow the WEU to draw on NATQ.assets and avoid duplicatioﬁ
of resources. |

The Militéry Committee is in charge of further
development okaJTF and is closely linked to‘ESDI. The
Concept of CJTF would create a “separable but not separate”
European force stru¢ture by making NATO’s multinational

forces available for wider NATO operations or use by the

‘WEU. NATO and WEU leaders are still working out the CJTF

detailé.

Two additional adaptive measures that should be
mentioned are Partnership for Peace (PfP) and‘Eurocorps.
The PfP ?rogram is another important adaptation measure for
NATO. TWentyfseven countriés9 have joined PfP. PfP grew
from the successes of the NACC in fostering greater
political and military cooperation with Eastern European
countries. The objectives of the Partnership are:

- “Facilitating transparency in national defence
- planning and budgeting processes,
- Ensuring democratic control of defence forces,

® Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia,
Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and
Uzbekistan.
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Maintaining the capability and readiness to
contribute to operations under the authority of the
UN and/or the responsibility of the OSCE,

Developing cooperative military relations with NATO,
for the purpose of joint planning, training and
exercises in order to strengthen the ability of PfP
participants to undertake missions in the fields of
peacekeeping, search and rescue, humanitarian
operations, and others as may subsequently be

agreed, :

- Developing, over the longer term, forces that are
better able to operate with those of the members of

the North Atlantic Alliance.”*®

The partnership offers member countries the

opportunity to strengthen ties with NATO at their own pacé,

while increasing security and diminishing threats to peace

in Europe as a whole. Thus far, PfP has been highly

successful. Since 1994, there have been more than fifty

joint military exercises, seminars, and workshops.

Eurocorps became operational in 1994. It falls under
NATO comﬁand only when the defense éf NATO terfitory is
concerned. Otherwisé the Corpsvis expected to act outside
NATO authority or when NATO»has decided not to take action.

Eurocorps forces are composed of one French and one German

division plus contingents from Belgium, Spain and

Luxembourd. Eurocorps is still in its infancy, and it is

uncertain what role it will fulfill in the security

architecture of the future.

10 NATO Fact Sheet Number 9, Partnership for Peace (PfP), March 1996.
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Military Forces

NATO forces are organized into three categories:

Immediate and Rapid Reaction Forces, Main Defense Forces,

and‘Augmentation Forces.  All fofces, including ground,
air, and maritime units, are assigned by member countries
to NATO Command authority. The reaction forces are
maintained at a high state of readiness to respéhd to a
crisis. These forces are chosen based on their high ievels
of tactical proficiency. Reaction forceé are further

organized into the Immediate Reaction Forces (IRF) and the
Rapid Reaction Forces (RRF}.Y As the names imply, the IRF
is the first to be deployed in a crisis followed by the
RRF. Meanwhile the Main_Defénse Forces would. be alerted
and begih preparing for deployment if necessary. Main
defense forces.fbrm the bulk of NATO’s ground, air and
maritime assets. Currently there are four multinational
main defense corps. Eu:ocorps is also a contributor to
these forces and could be called upon during a crisis.
Augmentation forces are other units that can be employed to.
reinforce ongoing operations as réquired.

The process of NATO’s adaptation continues, however

NATO remains a defensive alliance under the control of the

Alliance’s political authorities.
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ORGANIZATION FOR SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE

The OSCE’s contribution and goals towards greater
security and peace go beyond‘the EU to include all of
Europe. The Organization offers some unique
characteristics that havé pfoven to be successful in
securing and maintaining peaceful resolutions to conflicts
- throughout Europe. Fifst the OSCE is the only pan-European
organizationlthat is open to ali European countries from
Vladivostok to London.b Fifty-five nations, including the
United States, Canada and RuéSia, participate in the OSCE
(see appendix III). Second is its focﬁs on non-military
solutions to problems. The OSCE is not a legallyvbinding
treaty. It'therefore‘éan place iittle econémic or |
political pressure on member stateé to comply with
decisions. This is a feéture thaﬁ appeals to conflicting
parties and sometimes results invgreater cooperation.
Third, the OSCE focuses on‘the human dimension of conflict
resolution. Because of its limited capabilities to enforce
decisions, it has focuséd Oﬁ long term solutions to
problems before they éruptvinto conflict.

The primary tasks of the OSCE are:

“Conflict prevention,
- Military aspects of security,
- The human dimension,

48




- The economic dimension.”!!

The OSCE has been successful in meeting these tasks in
conflicts such as Chechnya and Bosnia-Herzegovina. During
the conflict in Chechnya, Russia asked for and received the
help of an OSCE Assistance Groﬁp. The Groupbacted as an
intermediary and was key‘to helping both parties reach a
settlemént. During the peace process in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, the OSCE was requested to supervise the
preparation of free elections ana to mpnitot the human
rights‘situétion. In both caseslﬁhe OSCE played an
important role by capitalizing on its unique qualities of
being a non—threatening, completely European organization
that focuses on the human dimension.

Organization

The primary OSCE institutions working towards greater
European security are:

Summits are held every second year. Heads of’Stéte or
Government of ObCE Member States attends them. Summits are
the highest authority of the OSCE. |

The Ministerial Council is“compésed of the Foreign

Ministers of participating States. It meets once a year

- I Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Denmark, OSCE Denmark Chairman in Office 1997. Web Edition, 1997,
p3. ‘ '
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and is the central decision—making and governing body of
the OSCE.

The Secretariat is respoﬁsible»for day to day OSCE
operations.

The Senior Council meet three times a year and is the
highest administrative body of the Organization. The
Council decides on general budgetary and political matters.

The Permanent Council meets weekly and members are
permanent representatives of the OSCE member States. They
are the regular body for political consultation and decide
on all matters concerning the OSCE.

The Parliameptary Assembly meeté once‘a year to
evaluate fulfillment of OSCE goals. It also debates and
makes recommendations on issues on the agenda..

bThe.Conflict Prevention‘Center is responsible for
early warning, conflict préVention and managément as weli
as operational support of OSCE missions.

Although the OSCE has been an effective diplomatic
instrument, it remains limitéd»in scope because of
requirement for unanimous'agreement.

THE EUROPEAN UNION

The European Union has been an effective and

remarkable engine of greater European security. The
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‘security it has achieved, however, is not the result of an

overwhelming military presence or mastery of CFSP. It has
instead come from the powér of trade aﬁd cooperation. In
one respect, the EU_has mastered theiforeign péliéy part of
the CFSP. Using trade as a weapon of foreign policy, it
has becomeia wérld trading poWer with a GDP that rivals
that of the United States.?

The European Union has no dedicated military forces.
In accordance with £he Tréaty on European Union, the EU
relies on the WEU on matters qf‘defense and security. The
EU does have an important.role td play in thé devélobment
of a Common Foreign and Sedurity Policy (CFSP) which could
evolve into common defense poliéy and finally into common
defense. The development and employment of CFSP has been
frustrating and disappointing. Although‘thé TEU makes
provisions for CFSP; it has’been léss than successful in
its performaﬁCe thus far and is perhaps too ambitious in
scope. CFSP and»the EU’s role in its development will be

covered in greater detail in chapter three.
Organization

The European Union stands on three “pillars”: the

Community pillar, the Home Affairs pillar, and the Foreign

12 Source: Eurostat, 1994 figures.
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and Security.Policy‘pillar. The Community pillar is
composed of the Council of the EU and the Commission
(executive branch locafed in Brussels), the Parliament
(legislative located in Strasbourg), the European Court of
Justice (judicial located in Luxemboﬁrg City), and other EC
institutions. Providing guidance and directidn to all
three pillars is the European Council. The European
Council is the supreme guiding body for the Union. It is
made up of heads of government of Member States. Tts role
"in CFSP is specified in Title V (Article J.8) of the CFSP
pillar and is reséonsiblefor establishing therprincipléé
and general guidelines for the CFSP.

The Council is an intergovernmental institution
composed of ministerial repregentatives from Member Statés.
It is thé main legisiative arm of the EU and in conjunction
with the EP, makes the final decision in EU law. The
Council takes decisions and confers authority on the
Commiésion to act. It is responsible for coordinating
economic policies and puts Eurépean Council guidelines into
effect. The Council-meets in Brussels. Meétings are
tailored»to the topic at hand, for example agriculture or

transport, and are attended by their respective ministers.

52




Each Member State holds the Council presidency for six
months.

The Commission conducts the day—to—day operations of
the EU. The Commission initiates législation,‘then sends
it to the Council and ﬁhe Parliament, and finally ensures
its implementation.v It makes economic policy, manages the
Union’s annual budget, policies, and international tréde
relationships.’ The Commission has twenty commissioners
including the President. There are tWO commissioners from
each large country13 (France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the
United Kingdom) and one from eéch‘small country (Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal[ and Sweden). The President
(currently Jacques Santer Qf Luxembourg until 1999) is
chosen by the European Council after consulting the
European Parliament, for a five-year term. vThe President
creates and assigns nineteen commission portfolios. “Each
large country receives one large and one small portfolio,
while each small country receives one portfolio.
Commissioners are appointed by common agreement among the
member states in consultation with the incoming president

and approved as a body by‘the European Parliament. Most

3 Large and small countries are based on Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
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commissioners are politicians from their home countries,

however they must act in the best interests of the Union,

independently of national governments.

The Parliament is the “guardian” of European interests

and the defender of citizens’ rights.- It is the EU’s only

directly elected body. Its main functions and roles

include:

LegislatiVe powers of a consultative nature without

the power to initiate legislation. The EP may

‘request the Commission to submit a proposal.

Assent of‘the EP ﬁﬁst be given before certain
decisions can take‘effést, includiﬁg éccession of
new members, associatiqn and cooperation agreements,
and agreements with non-EU states. |

SuperVisory role over the executive.

Budgetary authoriﬁy of the Community together Qith
the Council. |
Appointment and dismissal.of the Commission. The EP
has powers of approval»for the President'of the
Commission and the Commission as a whole.‘ It also
has the ?dwer to dismiss the Commission by passing a

censure motion requiring a two-thirds majority vote.
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The European Court of Justice is composed‘nf two
courts, the Court of Justice and the Cnurt okoirst
Instance. The Court of‘Justicé ensures unifnrm
interpretation of Community law. It has fifteen judges and
nine advocates general who are appointéd by member states
by common accord for a six-year term. The Court of First
Instanne deals with all aqtions brought by individuals and
companies against decisions of‘the Cdﬁmunity institutions
and agencies. The Court hés fifteen jndges appointed by
the Member Stares for a six-year term.

The Other primary EU institutions are the Economic and
Social Committee, Committee of the Reginns, Court of
Auditors, and the European Investment Bank (see table 2.0).
SUMMARY

The security architeqturé of the ﬁU and Europe is
under construction. The construction however, is being
done without a blueprint. Direction and focus are neéded
to develop a meaningful security’arrangement that takes
advantage of each organizations assets without duplication.
The blueprint for the future security of the EU and Europe
is the Common Foreign and Security Policy.' The politics
and difficulties of creating é CFSé are the topics of

chapter three.
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Table 2.0 The Main Functlons and Roles of the EU Instltutlons

Instltutlon

| Main Functions & Role

Commission
(appointed)

Policy 1n1t1atlon, implementation;
guardian of treaties; drafting budget;
monitoring; troubleshooting; external
relations; ‘motor’ of integration

European Council
(heads of government of member
states)

Guidance and strategic direction;
decision-taking

Council of the European
Union (ministers of
member states)

Main legislative and decision-taking arm; adoption of
budget; external relations

European Parliament
(directly elected)

Legislative scrutiny, amendment and (limited) ‘co-
decision’; assent; supervision; adoption of budget;
discussion forum; redress of grievances

European Court of Justice

Judicial interpretation and enforcement

Economic & Social
Committee (nominated by
national governments and
| formally appointed by the
Council )

Consultative assembly of representatives of employers &
workers. A formal channel for providing information and
advice to the Commission and the Council

Committee of the Regions
(members plus alternates are
appointed by Member States)

Advisory body established to ensure a stronger voice for
the regions in the Union. It must be consulted on five
polices: education, culture, public health, Trans-European
networks and economic and social cohesion.

Court of Auditors (each
Member State proposed one
member for appointment)

External auditing of the Community’s general budget and
of the ECSC’s operating budget.

European Investment Bank
(Board of Governors, make
up of ministers of the
Member States. Part-time
Board of Directors
nominated by the Board of
Governors, plus a member
from the Commission)

Established to finance capital investment projects, which
contribute to the balanced development, integration and
economic and social cohesion of member countries.

14 Jones, Robert, A., The Politics and Economics of the European Union: An Introductory Text Edward

Elgar, United ngdom 1996, p 65.
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“It is deeply regrettable that any assessment of the
early operations of the CFSP cannot be described as
positive. Despite the lofty language in Title V of the
Treaty on European Union, it is difficult to observe any
significant improvement in the EU’s coherence or increased
influence on the world stage”.

- Jacques Delors?

The geopolitical situation in Europe has changed
significantly since 1989. The events that have taken place
- the unification of Germany, the fall of commﬁnism, the
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the rise of nationalism
- have given the Eufopean-Union an opportunity to lead and
play a significant role in reshaping the European
continent. Conversely these évents have also severely
tested the EU’s ability to act collectively. 1Is the
formation of a viabie CEFSP a requirement‘for assﬁming

leadership and strengthening Europe? A poll taken in March

. ' Regelsberger, Elfriede, Foreign Policy of the European Union: From EPC to CFSP and Beyond. 1997, p
vii. ' N
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1996 suggests that itris. Europeans from the EU were asked
in survey: “Do yoﬁ‘think that, to make further progress in
building Europe, it is necessary to have one European |
foreign policy?”? The figures varied for each couhtry but
seventy'percent of those asked (EU wide) answered yes to
the question. Three‘coﬁntries, Denmark, éweden and the
United Kingdom( had a higher‘percentage of people who
answered no. | |

If a CFSP is required, what form should it take?
Jones suggests two views of CFSP: “maximalist” and
“minimalist”. The maximalist view of CFSP\isithat of a
unified, supranational foreign policy. This would lead to
an EU Foreign Ministry with its own defense férées under a
single command. The mihimalist view of CFSP is.limited to
cooperation among member statés on matters of foreign and
éecurity policy. It‘is obvious‘that the EU is not readyk
for the maximalist view and that the minimalist view is a
much more realistic épp;oach.’ EU‘disunity during the Gulf
and Balkan Crises,fdescribed later in this chapter, ate
clear examples that the EU has more work to do.

As the EU comes to terms with the new world order and

2 European Commission, Europe on the Move: Exploring Europe. Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities, 1996, p 78. :
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Cold War policies becoms obsolete, the 1996 IGC has the
challenge of addressing many important security qﬁestions.
Against the backdrop of new threats to psaCe and stability
the IGC will disqﬁss further CFSP development, WEU
integration into the EU, and greater use of majority voting
in CFSP and defense'ﬁatters. Also importanﬁ to‘any‘
discussion on security is United States participation iﬁ
Europe, NATO’s role, and the impact of the Central and
Eastern European Countries (CEECs) on CFSP. The answers to
these questions and more were at the center of EU business
at the IGC.

Arguments (see table 3.1) and discussions that
surround CFSP will sursly csntinue for many years;
Meanwhile the EU has the diffisult task of determinihg what
part it Qill.play in Europe’s future, while continuing to
define itself as an institution. Nowhere is the struggle
of defining itself more evident than in the area of Common

Foreign and Security Policy.
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Table 3.1 Arguments For and Against CFSP?

e Collectively, Union .| Differences in foreign
countries will be able - policy interests, deriving
to exercise greater from geography and history.
clout in international e Foreign and security policy
affairs. ' are core functions which

e The Development of the governments are reluctant to
Union is creating common relinguish. '
international interests e There are major problems in
amongst Union members.- coordinating foreign policy

¢ The potential for ‘'positions.
instability in post- e Several member states are at
cold-war Europe requires best lukewarm about CFSP.

a common approach.

e Tt is a logical phase in
the development of the
Union.

COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

Since the end of‘World War Two,'Eoropean leadere have
been trying to bring the countries of Europe closer
together both economically and politically. When Schuman
and Monnet proposedvthe ECSC, their vision went beyond
economic cooperation to greater political.interdependence.
Still today, more thaﬁ fifcy years later,vEurope and.the EU
are withoﬁt a viable Common Foreign and Security Policy.
Although a CFSP is called for. in the Treatybon Euiopean
Union,lthe policy remains difficﬁlt to implement. Many
attempts have been made ﬁo form a CFSP; yetvnone have come

into force that truly enable the EU speak with one voice.

3 Jones, p 261
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Many European leaders, Jacques Santer, and Jacques Delors
amdng them, have expressed disappointment in the lack of
progress in developing CFSf. Santer argueé that‘withOut a
credible CFSP the EU cannot be considered fully developed.4
He also believes that an effective CFSP is a necesSity for
the EU to become a more significaﬁt player in international
affairs. Without the full support and genuine commitment
of all member states, the advantages of‘the UniQn cannot be
realized. |

What is’CFSP?v'Traditionally the two policies were hot
lumped together but had separate objectives. Foreign
policy has been “to pfomote the interest of a given
collectivity in the universal compefition for resources and
influence, whereas»security'issues proper were felt to
involve ﬁatteis 6f vital national interest"‘.5 In thé-
¢ontext of the TEU, CFSP is treated as a single concept.
“The distinction between “foreign” and “security” policy
is, in practice, increasingly meaningless.”®

The origin of current CFSP under TEU is Euro?ean
Political Cooperation (EPC). In a 1969 meeting of EC

leaders at The Hague, greater cooperation between member

4 Ibid., p 259
3 Hayward, Jack, Governing the New Europe. Duke University Press, Durham, 1995, p 332.
¢ Hayward, p 332 :
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 states was called for in the field of foreign policy. The

following year, EPC was esfablished without a treety basis.
EPC was a framework for united action in foreign policy
issues focusing on intergovernmental communication,
consulfation, and mutually agreed—upon’action, but it did
not extend to military aspects of security. The EPC
functioned outside EU institutions en the basis of‘
consensus. There was no voting,'and the decisions were
non-binding. To improve‘EPC effectiveness, in 1974 a

Troika was formed with the previous, current and future

presidents of the EU Council. The Troika consulted on

foreign security metters. EPC established a Political
Committee of Political Directors in the Ministries of
Foreigﬁ Affairs of Membef States. Tﬁe Single European Act
of 1987 fecognized EPC and resulted in the fermation of an
EPC Secretariat. The TEU formalized, extended, and
absorbed EPC into CFSP, thus changing its name and making
it part of the third piliar of the European Union.

The evaluation of EPC’s performance from 1969 to 1993
is mixed. On one hand,sEPC is credited with plsying an
important role in the EU adopting common positions
regarding foreign policy issues in Middle East, Eastern

Europe, and South Africa. On the other hand, EPC is
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regarded as the creator of “a plethora of vaguely'worded

declarations (usually after key events had occurred) and

little action.”’

The latest attempt at‘formulating a viable CFSP falls
under Title V, Provisions on a Common Foreign and Security
Policy. Article J.1.1, of the Masstricht Treaty specifies
that: “The Union and its Member States shall define and
implement a common forsign and security policy, governed by
the provisions of thé Title and covering 511 areas of
foreign and security policy.” Article J.1 clearly
specifies CFSP objectives: |

- “To safeguard the common values, fundamental
interests and independence of the Union;

- To strengthen the security of the Union and it
Member States in all ways;

- To preserve peace and strengthen international
security, in accordance with the principles of the

- United Nations Charter as well as the principles of
the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the
Paris Charter; .

- To promote international cooperation;

- To develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of
law, and respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms.”

These are ambitious objectives that would be difficult
to accomplish in the best of circumstances. The nature of
the EU, with its great national diversity combined with

fifteen separate foreign policies, makes it that much more

7 Jones, p 262
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challenging. The important qusstioh is, do the provisions
for a common foreign and securlty policy functlon as
expected? A look at recent history and two examples of the
EU in CFSP action may help in this analysis.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990, the European
Community (EC) acted quickly and cqhesively. The EC
condemned the invasion and imposed economic sanctions
against Irag. When some EC member states’ embassies’
electricity and water were shut off, ﬁhe EC again acted.as
one, directing the unaffected embassies to act for fhe
others. Up until this point, the EC had acted swiftly and
spoken with one voice. Speaking with one voice was soon:to
end.

- France Breaks Ranks

“Member States shall inform and consult one another within
the Council on any matter of foreign and security policy of
general interest in order to ensure that their combined
influence is exerted as effectlvely as possible by means of
concerted and convergent action.

Treaty on European Union, Title V, Article J.2.1

Shortly aftér thevEC embassy confrontations, Iraqg
releaséd French hostages. The EC suspected France of
conducting unilaterai negotiations, but ths French
government claimed innocence. Regardless of the truth,

doubt had been cast on France’s commitment to the EC.
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France continued pushing for a peaceful solution to the
crisis while other members, especially the British and the
Dutch, favored military aétion.’ EC tensions were furthered
when France drew up a peace plan that excluded the United
States from EC—Iraq negotiétions. The EC rejected the
plan. Germany, Great Britain, and the Netherlands all
strongly believed that United States participation was
essential to success..

EC discussions on appropriate military action against
Irag continued. As a civil institution with no military
force, consensus was difficult to obtain and it could do
little other than offei official endOfsement of UN
decisions. When UN forcés were depléyed to the Gulf under
U.S. miliﬁary leaderéhip,"France violated the TEU and
pursued its own peace initiative.

Two views emerged ffom the EC’s inability to act as
one. First, that “the differences between the perceptions
and national interests of the member states remained too
diverse to accommodate within a single foreign policy.”®

Second, that the machinery of the EC was inadequate for the

'8 George, Stephen, Politics and Policy in the European Union. Oxford University Press, 1996, p 269.
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task of effectively dealing with the crisis.® Both views
likely contributed however,'modifying the structural
prdbiems that exist in the EC would seem to be the
directioh to go. Poulon and Bourantonis éoint out that, “A
structural vacuum éxists}in the EC# in the absence of one
institution endowed with binding power to create and
implement foreign policy.”*°

During the crisis in quoslavia‘in June 1991, the EC
again acted quickly and decisively. The EC Troika'’
negotiated a cease-fire, peace ﬁonitors were sent to
maintain’the Cease—firé, and econqmic sanctions were
imposed in November 1991. The EC (via the European
Council)'reléased a declafation in June 1991 that favored,

in some form, a unified Yugoslavia.

Germany Breaks Ranks

“"The Member States shall support the Union's external and
security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of
loyalty and mutual solidarity. They shall refrain from any
action which is contrary to the interests of the Union or
likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in
international relations. The Council shall ensure that
these principles are complied with.”

Treaty on European Union, Title V, Article J.1.4

® George, p 269
' Ibid., p 269 ,
1 The Troika consists of the previous, current and future presidents of the Council.
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By the end of 1995, Germany insisted that Croatia'and
Slovenia be recognized by the EC or Germany would act on
its own. Recognition was given as the EC again allowed one
member’s national interests to override the Community’s
political objectives. Four months into the conflict, the
UN was called in to take over the peace process. In Aoril
1993, the EC declared that any future action would be in
support of the UN. The extent of EC military participation
occurred when the WEU, sent warships to the Adriatic to
help enforce UN sanctions. |

Jacques Delors points out that thete are important
lessons to be learned ffom the Baikan crisis and the EU’s
CFSP efforts. “First is the need to develop the political
Qill to function as a coherent political actor. Second is
the need'to create a planning and analysis capability at
the European level. Third is the need to develop a
military component to support our diplomacy.”12

What to do about the EU’s limited successes and
significant failures in the area of implementing a CFSE is
problematic. Tne EU is after all a civil institution, yet
its treaty calls for CFSP. The merging of tne WEU with the

EU is favored by many of the EU member states. Robert A.

12 Regelsberger, p vii
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Jones beiieves that the central issue of CFSP is that of
purpose. If the EU wants to be a world superpower, then it
must increase military spending, and that ié unlikely to
occur. The TEU specifies the principles and procedures for
CFSP, yet the EU’s performance during the Gulf and Yugoslav
Crisis’ suggest that expectatiOns have exceeded the EU’s
capability to gain consensne and act as one. ‘Clearly the
EU has yet to develop an effective method of implementing
CFSP. If a viable CFSP is necessary for’greater EU
participation in worid'events, then CFSP becomes even more
critical to the future of the EU.

THE EUROPEAN UNION & CFSP

The purpose of the European Union in the breadest
sense is “creating an ever closer union among the peoples
of Europe”.13 In the area of security, tne Treaty on
European Union states that its objectiﬁe is, “To assert its
identity on the international scene, in particular through
the implementation of a common ereign and security
policy.” It also includes “the eventual framing ef e
common defence policy, whieh might in time lead to a common

defence.”*

13 Treaty on European Union, Title I, Article A.
14 Treaty on European Union, Title I, Article B.
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While the Commission and the Parliament contribute to
administering CFSP, it is the European Council or “Council”
that is responsible for guiding énd directing'the CFSP of
the EU. The Council sets-the agenda on CFSP matters,
defines‘commqn positions and decides on matters concerning
joint actions. Significant Coundil deéisions, including
joint actions, must be taken unanimously, “except for
procedural questions and in cases when, by mutual consent,
a decision 1is taken}to use qualified majority voting.”*
Joint actions covered by Article J.3.6 of the TEU empower
member states to act unilaterally in‘urgent cases.

However, member states must remain faithful to the general
objectives of the joint action established by the Council.
Joint actions taken by the EU include humanitarian aid to
Bosnia, éupport for the transition to democrady in South
Africa, the Stability Pact in Europe, and support of the
Middle East peace process.

The principlé decision—making body in CFSP, as part of
the>Council, is the General Affairs Council, which is made
up of Union foreign ministers. Thé General Affairs Council
meets mohthly and when necessary.v_The Council Presidency

represents the EU in CFSP and is responsible for CFSP

15 Jones, p263
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implementation of Common‘measures and joint actions. Joint
actions are implemented by fhe Presidency in association
with the Commission, as assisted by the representatives of
the previous and next Meﬁber Staﬁe to hbld the presidency.
The Committee of Permanent Representatives‘(COREPER) -
senior‘foreign officials frbm member states also assists
the Council in CFSP mafteﬁs. |

Under the TEU,»the EU Commission is “fully associated”
with CFSP and with the member states have the right to
initiate prdpoSals. The Commission does not, however, have
the authority to monitor:CFSP. The role ofrthe EP in CFSP
is for the most part advisory. The TEU requirés the
Council presidency to consult the EP on the “main aspects
and basié choices” of CFSP and to take the EPfs views into
. considerétion. The EP:ﬁust bé kept informed by the Council
Presidency and the Commission on CFSP issues and the EP may
ask questions of and make recommeﬁdations-to'the Council on
CFSP issues. The EP holds a debate each'yéar to discuss -
and evaluate CFSP prdgress. The‘EP.seeks a more
significant role in CFSP. It also favors abolishing the
CFSP pillar, an increase in majority voting, common
embassies, and a review of EU.represéntation on.the UN

Security Council. These concerns and other matters are
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addressed at intergovernmental conferences (IGC’s). The
current IGC was convened in March 1996 in Turin, Italy and
concluded in Amsterdam, June 1997. It examined abrange of
TEU provisions such as civil protection, energy, toufism,
CFSP, and the‘powers of the EP. Several issues were raised
concerning CFSP, most importantly the deciéidn process and
WEU integration‘into the EU.

Voting Practices: The Problem of Consensus

Based on reports by the IGC, there ié agreement among
member states, EU institutions, experts, and Europeans
generally that the CFSP decision-making process 1is
cumbersome and must bevimproved. In an IGC briefing in
March 1997, twelve of the fifteen member states supported
greater use of qualified majority voting (QVM) in éome
form. France and Ireland did not c&mment on QMV. The
United Kingdom insisted that CFSP must “remain on an
international footing, based én the principlé of
unanimify.” The twelve members favoring greater use of QMV
offered several voting options in the hope of avoiding
deadlock situations: positive abstention, constructive
abstention, consensus bar one, and opting out. All these

voting methods present members with an opportunity to bow

out gracefully withoutbhalting the decision-making process.

71




Regardlesé of the voting options,-ail twelve members
favored reserving unanimity for military and security
matters or issues of vital national iﬁterest.

In the same feport, the‘EU Pérliément, Commission, énd
Council favored using QMV in decisions relating to CFSP.
The Parliament further stated_thét “Any Member State which
is not in agreement wiph a common position or joint action
in the areas covered by the CFSP shéuld have a‘dispehsation
faciiity, but should not be able to Véto the common
position or joint action.f' An earlier report16 sﬁbmitted in
February 1996 by the High-Level Groﬁp of Expérts also
recommended that decision making be improved. The report
stated that “qualified majority voting mﬁst'beqomé the
rule, élthough the folioWing special constraints‘must be
acknowledged:

- A Member Staﬁe’s vital interests must be resbected}

- No Member State can be obliged to deploy armed
forces outside its territory against its will;

- The Member States with the greatest military
capabilities and special political responsibility
must see this reflected in the weighting of votes”.

The results of “Continuous Tracking"vsurveys of European

16 Second Report of the High-Level Group of Experts on the CFSP led by Mr. Durieux, submitted on 28
February 1996. European Foreign and Security Policy in the Run-up to the year 2000: Ways and Means of
Establishing Genuine Credibility.
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opinion conducted by the Commission'’ echo the same
sentiments and illustrate the difficulty and pafadox of
QMV. 1In April 1997,’$ixty—six percent of Europeans polled
favored more Qualified majbrity VOtihg, and fifty-four
percent favored “increased cooperation”.  Only forty-five
percent, "however, were willing to give ﬁp fhei£ respective
countries’ right to veto. Hayward states that “Realism
suggests that on any issue where a state (particularly a
big one) feels that matters ofk;sovereignty’ are concefhed,
the unanimity rule will be appliéd: in other cases,
consensus is likely to prevail.” During the 1996 IGC,
which cohcluded in June 1997, this is prgcisely what was
decided. Under paragraph 2, Articlé 23 (formerly Article
J.13), “the Council shall act by qualified majqrity:

- When adopting joint actidns, common positions or
taking any other decision on the basis of a common
strategy:; _

- When adopting any decision implementing a joint
action or a common position.”!®

This is a more libe:al use of majority voting compared to
the TEU and is a positive move in the decision making‘

process. It further states however that “decisions having

military or defense implications” will be made by the

17 Europinion Number 11: The Commission’s survey results for February-May 1997.
18 The Amsterdam Treaty, Title V, Article 23.
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Council acting unanimously. Although this remains
unchanged from the TEU, paragraph 1, Article 23 provides a
measure for abstention. Y“Abstentions by members present in
person or represented shall not prevent the adoption of
such decisions.” Article 23 continues:

“When abstaining in a vote, ény member of the

Council may qualify its abstention by making a formal

declaration under the present subparagraph. In that

case, it shall not be obliged to apply the decision, but

shall accept that the decision commits the Union. 1In a

spirit of mutual solidarity, the Member State concerned

shall refrain from any action likely to conflict with or
impede Union action based on that decision and the other

Member States shall respect its position. If the

members of the Council qualifying their abstention in

this way represent more than one third of the votes
weighted in accordance with Article 205(2) of the Treaty
establishing the European Community, the decision shall
not be adopted.”

This provision to opt out of an action is important. It
allows members to remain faithful to national goals while
staying committed to the EU. Perhaps the goal and
necessity for the EU to speak with one voice is still
within reach.

WEU Integration
The integration of the WEU into the EU has important
implications for the future of CFSP: the militarization of

the EU, relations with NATO, and the neutrality of some EU

members. It has been noted that without a military force




to back it up, CFSP will not be truly effective. To
correct this shortcoming, EU institutions, some member
states, and the WEU are calling for the merger of the WEU
and the EU.

The European Parliament supports the merger and
recommehds thaﬁ “Yall thé tasks of the WEU including the
objectives of the Petersberg tasks but excluding Articie \Y,
of the WEU Treaty shall be taken over by all EU>Member
States.”!® The EU Commission.aiso agreed with a WEU—EU
merger but acknowledged that this is a long term rather
than an immediate goal. The Commission further recommended
that: |

- The operational capabilities of thé WEU include the

Petersberg tasks;

- The WEU oversee, in conjunction with NATO, the

territorial defense of Europe:;

- The WEU adapt to the speCific ruiesbof CFSP such as

opt out clauses. o

Eight member states;(ﬁelgium, France,_Germany, Greece,
Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands and Spain) support WEU
integration, while the remaining members favored an

autonomous WEU. The eight members agree with the

19 Intergovernmental Conference Briefing No. 11, WEU Security and Defense. March 1997.
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-Commission’s analysis that"integraﬁion is not an immediate
goal but that it should be achieved as soon as possible.
The other member states do agree however that the WEU aﬁd
EU establish a “reinfo:ced linkage”; The WEU Assembly
favors the merger but not until certain conditions are met:

- The member countries of the WEU the EU and the

- European members of NATO muet be the same;

- The WEU must be fully operational.

A new European security architecture to replace the ad
hoc system now in use may, in the future, be able meet the
first condition. The operational status of the WEU remains
in limbo until “the political ground rules in terms of the
European defence identity and the Trans—Atlentic
relationship and NATO, have beenelarified.”20 In 1ight of
these requirements, the WEU Assembly has made the follewing
- recommendations:

- “The WEU is recognized as an organization authorized
to act on behelf of the European Union in security
and defense matters;

- Member countries of the EU which are not members‘of

the WEU cannot block consensus within the WwEU”~ .2t

20 Second Report by the Durieux Group of Experts on the CFSP, IGC Briefing Number 11, November

1995. :
21 Report on The Future of European Security and the Preparation of Maastricht I1. June 1995.
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With an almost equal split‘between suppert for an
integrated or an autonomous WEU, and given the
preconditions ef the WEU Assembly, the debate will continue
for some time.

SUMMARY

The security architects of Europe and the EU are in
the process of further defining how they will meet the CFSP
goals of the TEU. ' The current seeurity syetem’s “complex
web of institutionszwith oveflapping functions and
memberships”?? (see figure 3.2) is an evelutionary patchwofk
that does not meet the needs of the EU. The architectufe
has been modified to meet the challenges ofva rapidly
changing Europe, but it falls‘short of EU’'s goale for_CFSP.’
Jones suggests that there are two ways to build a security
system anpropriate to the post Cold War world: “existing
institutions can be adapted to suit new conditions, or new
‘purpose built’ organizations can be created.”

The future of the EU’s security is being discussed and
decided upon now. The EU’s perfermance in the Balkans and
the Peﬁsian Gulflwasia painfui way of learning that it was
not ready as an institution to take on the difficult tasks

that these situations demanded. 1In the Balkans, without

2 Jones, p 265
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the backing of NATO and the United Stafes, thevfighting
might have continued as the EU tried in vain‘to resolve the
conflict. One of thé most important lessons learned from
the crisis in Bosnia, aé Jgnes pdints out, is that “EU
objectives need to be more preCiéely defined and matéhed
more closely with capabilities.” :When‘the EU contributed
to thé Rapid Reaction Force for Bosnia, it tested and
strained its ability‘toAmobilizé and deploy troops and
equipment.

But even if the EU possessed a military force capable
of responding to a challénge like‘Bdsnia, the greater
challenge is.still speaking and acting as one. In thé
Persian Gulf.aﬁd the‘Balkané, the EU could nop remain
unified in its efforts to bfing about peace. In both
cases, the national interests of dhe country (France in the
Gulf and Germany in the Balkans) seriously damaged the EU’s
credibility and destroyed any possibility of achieving its
objectives.

Uhtil the EU"cén‘truly speak with one voice, the size
of its military force is irrelevant, and the benefits of
‘WEU—EU integration Qill not be_realizedf The‘Eﬁ must take
measures tb ensure that members do not continue to také

unilateral actions that serve their particular interests at
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the expense of colleétive goais. The significant problem
ofvrequiring'unanimity voting 1is élso a major hurdle to
achieving an effective CFSP. But even if the question of
voting is someday resolved, what will prevent a Cduntry
from acting unilaterally in pursuit of its own national
interests?

For the time beihg and probably well into the futﬁre,
NATO will continue‘to be the primary military/pélitical
force in Europe. In the meantime, the EU must meet the
greater challenge of déciding quickly on what action to

take and then remaining cohesive in doing so.
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Figure 3.2 Europe’s Security Archi
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“The effectiveness of the former Soviet armed forces
has declined dramatically .. offensive capability has '
dramatically reduced .. A major external threat - that is,
one of Cold War dimensions - is therefore .. unlikely to
reemerge in the foreseeable future”. ’

‘NATO'Defense'Whiﬁe Paper, 1993
 The>future of EU CFSP is challenging, to say the
least. In the face of new and diverse threats to peace,
the EU is in the midst of developing a military framework
able to address them.

The EU must also begin to consider the manyvrequests
of couﬁtries that wish to join its ranks.‘ With the
conclusion of the 1996 IGC,'sevéfal countfies anxious to
join the EU bégan to press hard for entry. This will have
a significant impact on CFSP. While the EU was foundéd
upon the principle of openneés towards European countries,
it must proceea cautiously or risk its security‘by éhanging

the character of the EU.
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The United Stateé and fhe Central and Eastern European
Countries (CEECs) are also important players in European
secﬁrit?. .As the US hends over more responsibility and
reduces its role, the CEECs, as eventual members of the EU
will take on some of the obligation and share in

strengthening the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.
NEW THREATS TO SECURITY

With the threat of a»massive Soviet invasion gone,r
what concerns now come to the forefront of an effective
security arrangement? In order to meet the security
requirements of the post-Cold War era, the EU must refocus
its objectives in terms ofbthe new threats that are posed.
The EU musf also have a militery force‘fo handle those
threats. The threat of Soviet tanks poised to strike into
the heart of Europe is‘gone; however, new threats haﬁe
emerged to take its place. |

Northcott eutlines four main security needs that‘are
important for the EU.and Europe. They are:

1. “Avoidance of nuclear conflicts as a result of

misjudgment or proliferation; ’

2. Defense against external attack; ~

3. Containment of conflicts within Europe; and

4. Contribution to resolution of conflicts in the rest
of the world”.?! |

! Northcott, p 12

82




Nuclear Conflicts

The reduction of nuclear arms since the end of the
Cold War has reduced the likelihood of an all-out nuclear
war, bnt the dissolution of the Soviet Union has presented
a new set of nuclear weapons problems. When the Ukraine,
Belarus, and Kazakhstan achieved independence in 1991, they
also joined the ranks of countries‘with nuclear weapons.
This had the undesirable effect of greater proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. With nuclear weapons
scattered around Russia and its former states during a time
of tremendous social and eeonomic changes( the potential
for terrorists to obtain nuclear weapons or material
becomes even greater. ‘Although Rnssia supports the nrocess
of nnclear disarmanent, the threat of nuclear'weapons
falling rnto the hands of extremist governments and
terrorist groups will remain a primary concern in the
coming years.

External Attack

While the threat of attack by conventional forces from
anywhere is extremely remote, it is pruaent‘for Europe to
be prepared nonetheless. Reductions in US conventional
forces in Eurepe have shifted more defense responsibility

to the WEU, as it becomes a stronger European pillar of

83




NATO. The WEU, together with Eurocorps and CJTF’s, form
the manpoWer and st£uctﬁre of an e&olving European/EU
defensive structure! Once the detéils of how NATO, the EU,
and the WEU will work together are coméieted, the European
Afmy will be éxpected to complemeﬁt aﬁd co-exist with
national armies of Eufope. |

Internal Conflict

Western Europe hés béen at peace since the end of
WWII, and there is no reason at the moment to expect that
to change. Eastérn Europe; howevef, with all that its
stétes are going through Q:the ab#ence of totalitarian
governments; independence, and neﬁ economic systems - is a
powder keg with many fusés. Northéott suggests several
causes of instability that, in the cases of Croatia aﬁd
Bosnia, Have resulted in war. They are:

- “Ex-Communist leaders determined to cling to power
at any cost;

- Ex-Communist institutions, officials and attitudes
still holding influence; '

- Unemployment, poverty, inequity and crime in the
course of change to a different economic system;

- Fragile foundations to new democratic institutions,
including lack of tolerance for oppositions and
minorities; :

- Large minorities with different cultures, languages

~and religions; and ‘

- Ancient enmities expressed again after decades of
suppression.”?
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'To prevent another such occurrence, the EUImust not
only have to interveﬁe quickly and decisively but also have
the military force td back up its action. Additionally,
any political/military action that is taken by an
international institution must have,the4unity and political
support of its member states és well as élearly defined
military objectives. |

Global Conflict Resolution

The abiiity of modern communications to bring war and
crises to our liVing rdoms and the resulting public outcry
to do somethiﬁg hés dramatically increased UN involvement
throughout the world. United Nations missions have risen
fourfold between 1987 and 1993 fsee chart 4.0). Increased
UN involvement has a great rippling effect that feaches
many insfitutions, especially NATC,‘the EU, and the'WEU.
When the UN sets out to monitor peace arréngements or to
conduct peacemaking or peacekeeping operations, it becomes
a multinational,‘multiorganizational‘event.’ For the EU,
military participation in UN operations falls to the WEU.
For example, in 1992, the WEU provided‘naval forcésvto
monitor compliance and‘enforcekthe embargo in.the Adriatic‘

in support of the peacekeeping‘mission in the former

2 Northcott, p 22
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Yugoslavia. For the WEU to be ihvolved, it must be able to
decide qﬁickly and debloy a highly mobile,‘well—trained
force under a unified command. Before the’WEU deploys
troops, the EU must decide what role, if any, it will play
in a particular operation ahd.how wi;l it interact with

NATO and the WEU.

Chart 4.0 Growth of UN Peacekeeping (1987-1993)3
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? Northcott, p 25
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THE EU, WEU, & NATO

The CFSP of the EU needs some “teeth”; If the EU is
to develop a viable CFSP, or more precisely a military
policy, to address current and future security coﬁcefns,
what basic needs should be addresséd? René Van Beveren

suggests that:

“States have a common defence policy when an
agreement exists on the aims of the engagement of
armed forces. Various measures in preparation for
that engagement can be taken, ranging from studies by
military staffs to the drawing up of detailed
operational plans to meet different contingencies but
the engagement itself will be executed through ad hoc
arrangements.

For defence to be considered “common”, the states
concerned must at least have a centralized military
structure, which is ready to assume command of the
armed forces involved in each engagement. This common
defence can extend to the procurement of defence
equipment and even the permanent integration of units
from different nations in one command.”*

If one agrees with Van Beveren’s assessment, then the

EU and the WEU need to build on two tenets: agreement on

when to use armed forces and a centralized military command

structure. Of the two conditions, agreement on when to use
military forces is the most difficult to reach. As was

demonstrated in the Balkans, it is too easy for an EU

~effort to be derailed by the national desires of one

4 Van Beveren, René, Military Cooperation: What Structure for the Future? Chaillot Papers, No.6, 1993,
WEU, Paris. ’ .
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country. One solution might be designating a person to
represent the Union in security and defensé matters. He or
she would be under the direcf authority of the Heads of
State and of the Governﬁents. This measure méy aid in
retaining member cohesiveness when the EU has made a
decision. Another option currently uﬂder discussion is to
let member states opt out of an action, allowing particular
members to satisfy national demands while permitting the EU
decision to go forward in unity.

The second tenét, a_centralized military command, is
simple to fulfill as long és the WEUAcan take advantage of
the only organizationvwith such a structufe, NATO. A
botential problem is that Americans have'tfaditionally held
many of the top NATO Regional Command positions. The NATO
Supreme Allied>Commander for Europe; for example, has
always been an American, althoﬁgh this is ﬁot a
requirement. The US willvlikely resist changing this
practice, but as Europe takes on more defense
responsibilities, the US hold on such positions‘will
weaken. |

Beyond the difficulties of émploying the basic tenets
suggested by Van Beveren are seVeral significant challenges

that, for the EU and WEU, make them_very depéndent on NATO.

88




The Economist® outlined‘six important areas that, in the
absence of the Atlantic Alliance, would fall to the WEU to
develop and pay for: |

1. Logistics, especially air transport.

2. Intelligence gathering, including spy satellités.

3. Nuclear forces and an anti—missile defense system.

4. Computerized communications systems.

5. Ships, including transport and aircraft carriers.

6. Common standards for all weapons systems.

With the Cold War Qvér, the cost of devéloping these
assets woﬁld be very difficult to justify to the European
people. The Royal United Services Institute in London has
estimated that European countries would have to raise
defense spending by 1.5% of.GDP over the current 2.5% to
function'without’NATO support.6 FOftunatély for Europe and
the EU, it is not necessary for them to strike out on their
own. NATO, the EU, and the WEU ére working towards a
meshing of assets that will benefit all three
organizations.

In the meanfime, Europe is taking on more
responsibility for its own defense. There are plans

underway to build a “Future Large Aircraft” as well as a

5 The Economist, “The Defense of Europe”. 25 February 1995.
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fEuro—Frigate” program, both designed fo help meet
logisticé requirements.‘ Other joinf European projects are
the Eurofighter 2000 and the Helios I‘reconnaissance |
satellite. The Eurofighter is a joint venture between
Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and Spain. The first
protoﬁype was tested in 1994; and the first British and
Italian squadrons will receivé‘aircraft in 2000. The
Helios I satellite pfogram is érimarily avFrénch project,
with financial heip from Spain and Italy.

The benefits of theso and other joinf projects, in
éddition to boosting the European defense industry andl
creating technologicél soin—offs, are greater Eufopean
cooperation and integratiop; This in turn may lead to a
more viable CFSP. These efforts have already led Germany,
France, énd Great Britain to conclude that}standardization
ano common procurement are important to European defense,
and all three have agreed to be part of a European
armaments agency that Will coordinate wéapons procurement
and manufacture within the framework of the'WﬁU.

Before tenets can be fulfilled and war~fighting
capabilities put to effective use,oéeveral things need to

happen. First, the EU must decide on how the WEU can best

¢ Coffey, Peter, Europe: T¢ owqrds 2001. Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1996, p198.
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be used. Should it remain a hinge or link between NATO and

‘the EU, or should it become completely integrated into the

EU? Many European leaders strongly believé that part of
the failure of CFSP thus far is due to»thexEU’S‘inability
to back up decisions with the threat of ﬁilitary éction.
EU/WEU integration would give fhé EU direct contrbl‘over a
military force to support\its CFSP. Secbnd,:the EU must
resolve the problem of decision making, specifically
unanimous versus majority voting on CFSP issues.
Resistance tb majority votiné in matters of defense still
remains strong, and it will iikely remain so. The
immediate solution is allowing individual states to opt.out
of an action. Third, once the EU has decided bn a course
of action, it must remain unified in implementing it. To
do otherQise destroys the'EU;s credibility aé an
institution and its ability to play a serious roie in
European and world affairs.
ENLARGEMENT: THE EU & NATO

There are many countries that wish to join the EU and
NATO. As they’gain meﬁbers and “widen,” sécurity
challenges will also increase. The proépect of an EU with

double the current membership underscores the difficulties
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(in population, economy, stability, diversity, and

institutions) that can be eXpected with regard to CFSP.
The European Union

At least fifteen’ countries are currently seeking entry
into the EU. Most .of them have formally applied, but none
have been admitted. This is due to an EU decision not
to admit any new members until the 1996 IGC concludeds (the
1996 IGC concluded in June 19297) and any changes to the
treaty are considered. Under discussion are decisions on
majority voting, EU enlargement, and representetion of’
small states on the Commission.f When these issues are
worked out, negotiations onkneW'membership will begin.

Although all of the countries that have applied meet
the strict’criteria‘to join - they must be European |
countries, multi-party or parliamentary democracies, have
market-type economies, reépect human rights, and have a
willingoess and ability‘to acceptvthe obligations of
membersﬁip - the EU remains hesitant to embrace them.

There is also an implied condition that a prospective
member is not so large aod different that existing members

cannot accommodate it.® Therefore. the reasons for EU

7 Cyprus, Malta, Turkey, Norway, Switzerland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania.
8 Northcott, p263.

92




hesitation have more to do with breakingvthe EU budget on
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), competition, and a
westward flood of migrants than with significant CFSP
concerns.

Northcott predicts that by the turn of the centﬁry or
soon after, several countries will be admitted to the EU.
These inqlude Malta, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, and
Hungary.‘ After a few years, Péland, Slovakia, and Slévenia
will follow them.’ Malta and Cyprus méét the requirements
for admission but have political‘difficulties that have so
far hindered membership. For Malta, the problem lies with
its close ties with Libya; for Cyprus, it is the confinuing
Turkish conflict.

The “Visegrad-4” (the Czech”Republic, Slovakia, Poland
and Hungéry) are eager to secure EU membership as soon as
possible. They see EU membership as providing military
‘security in case of Russian resurgence, tremendous economic
opportunities with the West, and cultural identification
with Western and Centrai Europe. All four countriés have
significant problems to overcome, including cOnversioﬁ to
market economies and income levels far below the EU

average. Also, Slovakia remains dependent on declining

% Northcott, p277
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heavy industry, and Hungary and Poland have major
agricultural sectors. Two studies have determined that the
Visegrad-4 would more than double the cost of EU CAP and EU

0 vet despite these problems, they are

structural funds.
expected to be among the first to secure EU hembership.

On July 16; 1997, the EU Commission released a
statement that addressed the European Couﬁcil’s requests
concerning membership appliéations.11 Agenda 2000 stated
that negotiations with Cyprus and Malta are expected to
begin six months after the IGC concludes. The‘length of
time to completé admission will vary depénding on each
country’s political, economic, and social condition.. With
respectbto the CEEC’s, the Commission hés recommended that
negotiations beéin with Hungary, Poland, Estqﬁia) tﬁe Czech
Republic; and Slovenia. For the remaining applicant
countries, the CommisSion proposed using a pre accession
strategy of: i

- Formation of the Accession Partnerships}

- A clear work program and timetable for accession;

10 CAP study: K. Anderson & R. Tyers, Implicationsi of EC Expansion for European Agricultural Policies.
Center for Economic Policy Research, London, 1993. Structural Fund Study: T. Coucherne & others,
‘Stable Money - Sound Finances’, European Economy no. 33, Commlssmn of the European Communities,

Brussels, 1993.
" EU Commission, Agenda 2000: For a Stronger and Wider Europe. Press Release IP/97/660, DOC 97/9

Strasbourg, Brussels.
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- Applicant familiarization with EU polices and
procedures; and

- Participation in EU prbgrams
The proposed strategy further specified that prospective
countries must strengthen administrations, institutions,
and investment in business and infrastfucture. The
Commission views expansion as avlong—term pfocess that‘will
carry well into the year 2000. In the meantime épplicants
must continue taking positive steps'towards the goal of EU

membership.

With respect to CFSP, more members would make the
decision-making process more difficult; Trying to mesh
fifteen foreign policies is challenging enough without
several more to slow the process. Additionally, with
membership comes the responsibiliﬁy of contributing to EU
defense. With EU and possibly NATO members-sitting on
Russia’s doorstep, this could be a particularly thorny .
issue for Russia.

NATO

All twenty-seven PfP countries are hopeful that they may
some day come under the NATO aegis. As countries are
admitted to NATO, what is the impact on the EU’s CFSP?

During a speech to the US-EU Conference in Washington in
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May 1997, US Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott
stated that NATO expansion would “create en"euvironment
which, because it is more stable and peaceful, will be
conducive to the EU’s expansion eastward.” The US view '
could put the EU inra slightly awkward position regarding
EU admission. The addition of many new members is not

necessarily a‘good thing for the EU. (Fortunately Talbott

'

went on to complement'the EU on its progress in expanding.)
As was previously mentioned, EU expansion is hindered more
by budget censtraints than by security. As the EU figures
out how te admif new members‘without going over budget,
NATO expansion provides security to new members as they
strive to enrer the EU.

FOREIGN RELATIONS: THE US & THE CEECs

Two areas of the world are especially important to
consider as the EU develops CFSP: the United States and
Central and Eastern European Countries. The US plays an
important role in European affairs via NATO and because of
its role as a world bower.‘ As the EU expands eastward,
Russian concerns must be‘considered in order to maintain a
non—threatenihg process. Likewise the EU must proceed

carefully as it accepts responsibility for new members.
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The United States

During tﬁe second US-EU summit held in Washington, the
US and the EU drew up the NeQ Transatlantic Agenda (NTA).
The NTA established four goals for the US-EU relationship:

1. “Promoting peace, stability, development, and

"~ democracy around the world;

Responding to global challenges;

Contributing to the expansion of world trade and

closer economic ties; and ,

4. ‘Building bridges’ across the Atlantic by
encouraging closer communication between American
and European business people, scientists,
educators, and others.”!?

w N

All four goals fall squarely in the purview of CFSP.
The specifics of the agreement cOvér a broad spectrum of
objectives from reconciliation in the Balkans to expanding
the Internet. Of particular concérn to EU security policy
are the “élobal Challenges,” which include expanding
counter-terrorism cooperation and enhancing cboperation on
fighting international drug trafficking and organized |
crime. These are difficult goals to meet. Without a
viable CFSP from which to work, the EU may once again have

accepted a mission for which it is ill prepared.

12 Senior Level Report to the US-EU Summit, New Transatlantic Agenda: Senior Level Group Report to
the US-EU Summit. The Hague, Netherlands, May 28, 1997.
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Central & Eastern European Countries

The security concerns associated with the CEEC’s,
while important, will likely be overshadowed by efforts to
change and improve economic conditions. The process of
economic restructuring has been difficult, causing setbacks
that have not yet been corrected.

Agenda 2000 reaffirmed the criteria for the CEEC’s
established by the Copenhagen Eurbpean Council in June
1993:

- “The applicant country must have achieved stability
of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of
law, human rights and respect for and protection of
minorities; > .

- It must have a functioning market economy, as well
as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure
and market forces within the EU;

- It must have the ability to take on the obligations
of membership, including adherence to the aims of
political, economic and monetary union.” :

While the potential economic and political benefits
are great, so are the risks. There is no shortage of
conflict in Central and Eastern Europe, with war between
Armenia and Azerbaijan, civil wars in Gedrgia and Moldova,
and a fragile peace in the Balkans. When the EU accepts
new members, it also accepts the possibility of getting
caught up in their conflicts. Advocates hope that CEEC

membership in the EU will function as the‘ECSC’did in 1951,

making it economically disastrous to go to war.
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SUMMARY

The EU and its CFSP will undoubtedly be greatly
challenged in the future. The days of bipolar
éonfrontatioh have been supplanted by threats from all
directions. The numbervof UN peacekeeping missions has
risen dramatically since 1989 and shows no signs of
decreasing. Eastern and Central Eurobeans, now reieased
from decades of political repression, wage war agaiﬁst
other countries and among themselves.}

The current threats to sécurity make a Qiable CFSP
more critical to the EU than ever before. These threats
are significant,-but so is the potential of the EU’to
overcome them. The EU, the WEU and NATO are moving
together towards a common position integrating the
‘strengths of each instifdtion. Eveﬂtually, the WEU.will
become part of the EU. As the defense com?onent of the EU
and not a “hinge” to'NATQ; it will further strengthen both
- organizations’ ability to maintain peace.

Meanwhile the EU and‘the.WEU‘aré shouldering more of
the European defense burden as the United States reduces
its role in European affaifs. NATO wili continue to play a

méjor role, but as the European pillar becomes stronger and

99




more credible, the EU/WEU will become the driving force

behind European security.
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“As the Union approaches the twenty-first century, it
cannot afford to retreat into itself. Its economic weight
demands that it play a commensurate political role in world
affairs. The rest of the world has high expectations for
the Union. There is no doubt that we have the resources
and capability - but do we have the vision”?

Jacques Delors’
As I considér the concluéion of‘this thesis I am drawn
to the words of Jacques Delors. In thé forward to
Regelsberger’s book, Foreign Policy of the European Union,

Delors focuses on EU challenges to success in developing

~and implementing CFSP. 1In it he describes three important

lessons iearned from the Balkan crisis;

1. the need to develop the political will to function

‘ as a coherent political actor;

2. the need to create a planning and analysis
capability at the European level;

3. the need to develop a military component to support
our diplomacy. :

The 1996 IGC and the culminating Amsterdam Treaty has
addressed two of these points and resulted in positive

steps towards improving CFSP effectiveness.

_ ! Regelsberger, p viii
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‘Article 17 (ex Article 3.8) éstéblishes a “High
Representative” for CfSP affairs. This meésure‘was

- recommended by most member stateé during the IGC to give 7
CFSP a “face énd a voice”. It is hoped that the High
Representative will act as a unifying force in maintaining
a cohesive Unioﬂ during times of crises. The Secretary
General of the Council has’been identified as the person to
"act as High Representative for CFSP (Article 26)} His or
her miséion is:

“to assist the Council in matters coming within the
scope of the common foreign and security policy, in
particular through contributing to the formulation,
preparation and implementation of policy decisions, and,
when appropriate acting on behalf of the Council at the
request of the Presidency, through conducting political
dialogue with third parties.”

The new High Representaﬁive has a challenging if not
impossible task. When the next significant crisis occurs,
he will be the face and the voice most visibly responsible
for maintaining Union cohesion. If thé EU cannot maintain
a united front, the military forges or diplomatic effortsﬁ
of the EU will be greatly weakened. The Amsterdam Treaty
does not specify or address‘any recéurse for breaking
ranks. Eventually there must be aCtion'takenywhen a member
defies the treaty it haS'aéreéd to uphold. qu‘is likely

too soon for such a measure, but each member must remain
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faithful to its agreements or face the consequences. The
EU cannot afford anofher abysmal and embarrassing CESP
performance. The next test for CFSP must Ee met with
decisiveness and unwaveriﬁg unity.

Although Delors’s secondlﬁoint, the need for a
planning and analysis capability, is nof part of.the
Amsterdam Treaty, this cépability is being developed. The
WEU Planning Cell established in 1992 couid be modified to
fill the role of the European equivalent of the National
Security Cpuncil (NAC) in thé United States. It would be
responsible for the overall strategy of CFSP as weil as for
crisis management. As the WEU strengthens its ties with
the EU and NATO, the ability of the Planﬁing*cell to
provide an analysis capability will impro?é.

The.WEU aﬁd the EU afe one step closer fo the
éontroversial goal Of‘integration. Under Article 17 (e#
Article‘J.7), “The Union shall:accordingly fosfer closer
institutional relations with ﬁhé WEvaith a view to the
possibility of the integration of the WEU inté the Union.”
Both the EU Commission and-Parliamént as.well as many of
the member statés, support WEU/EU integration. This is a
promising development for CFSP. Some of tﬁe problems of

the EU’s CFSP have been linked to the lack of a military
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force to back its decisions. It is also important because
it is seen as necessary progression towards greater EU
integration. The treaty that founded the WEU expires in
1998. Perhaps the WEU will again be‘resurrected, as itv
becomes the force behind Union diplomacy. |

Also under Article 17 is the‘addition of the
Petersberg Tasks comprising humanitarian and rescue,
peacekeeping, and crisis management (including
peacemaking). Most member states supported theée
inclusions. This is an important changé to the treaty,
because the Petersberg tasks cbmmit the EU a greater
international role, probably ih support of the UN or NATO.
While it is true that the EU haé taken part in UN and NATO
operations, such involvement has not been baséd on any
treéty cémmitments. The inclusion of the Petersbérg Tasks
sets the stage for eventual WEU/EU.iﬁtegration. This‘will
carry EU participation in military operations beyond
domestic concerns to international affairs while, with
NATO’s support, building confidence invthe.EU’s ability to
implement CFSP.

The Amsterdam Treaty is a positive move towards a more
effective CFSP. Recémmendations from its membér states

has resulted in the IGC setting conditions for greater
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integration and participation in international peacekeeping
efforts. 1If the‘Treaty is ratified (as it should be), it
will do three important things er.CESP. ~First, it giVes
CFSP an international personality and soméone to maintain
cohesiveness. Second, qualified majority voting will be
more liberally applied; This will speed up thé decision
making process and ﬁay someday be used in more sensitive
matters of defense. Third, integration of the WEU with the
EU is a stated goal. The EU needs the military backing of
the WEU and the supportyéf NATO to back its diplomatic

efforts.

The ability of the EU toiadminiSter CFSP improves each
year. The Union continues to make progress in an area that
is fraught with difficulty. Close to the heart of all
Europeans, is national sovereignty. As’Cbllins‘puts it,
“To join any of these organizations requires‘giving up a
little of a nations sovereignty. It is, however, more like
a pooling of sovereignty than a zero sum game - the
collective gets stronger and so do the nations.”?

A common defense may never be a reality for the EU,

but each year it moves towards a more viable‘CFSP.

2 Collins, p.7
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The Amsterdam Treaty _
PROVISIONS ON A COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

ARTICLE 11 (ex Article 1.1)

1. The Union shall define and implement a common foreign and security policy covering all areas of
foreign and security policy, the objectives of which shall be:

— to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of the Union in
conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter;

— to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways;

— to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the principles of the United
Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the Paris
Charter, including those on external borders; ,

— to promote international cooperation;

— to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms. '

2. The Member States shall support the Union’s extemal and security policy actlvely and unreservedly in
_ a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity.

The Member States shall work together to enhance and develop their mutual political solidarity. They shall
refrain from any action which is contrary to the interests of the Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as
a cohesive force in international relations.
The Council shall ensure that these principles are complied with.
ARTICLE 12 (ex Article J.2)
The Union shall pursue the objectives'set out in Article 11 by:
— defining the principles of and general guidelines for the common foreign and security policy;
— deciding on common strategies;
— adopting joint actions;
— adopting common positions;

— strengthening systematic cooperation between Member States in the conduct of policy.
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ARTICLE 13 (ex Article 1.3)

1. The European Council shall define the principles of and general guidelines for the common foreign and
security policy, including for matters with defence implications.

2. The European Council shall decide on common strategies to be implemented by the Union in areas
where the Member States have important interests in common.

Common strategies shall set out their objectives, duration and the means to be made available by the Union
and the Member States.

3. The Council shall take the decisions necessary for defining and implementing the common foreign and
security policy on the basis of the general guidelines defined by the European Council.

The Council shall recommend common strategies to the European Council and shall implement them, in
particular by adopting joint actions and common positions.

The Council shall ensure the unity, consistency and effectiveness of action by the Union.
ARTICLE 14 (ex Article J.4)

1. The Council shall adopt joint actions. Joint actions shall address specific situations where operational
action by the Union is deemed to be required. They shall lay down their objectives, scope, the means to be
made available to the Union, if necessary their duration, and the conditions for their implementation.

2. Ifthere is a change in circumstances having a substantial effect on a question subject to joint action, the
Council shall review the principles and objectives of that action and take the necessary decisions. As long
as the Council has not acted, the joint action shall stand.

3. Joint actions shall commit the Member States in the positions they adopt and in the conduct of their
activity.

4. The Council may request the Commission to submit to it any appropriate proposals relating to the
common foreign and security policy to ensure the implementation of a joint action.

5. Whenever there is any plan to adopt a national position or take natlonal action pursuant toa joint action,
information shall be prov1ded in time to allow, if necessary, for prior consultations within the Council. The
obligation to provide prior information shall not apply to measures wh1ch are merely a national
transposition of Council decisions.

6. Incasesofii unperatlve need arising from changes in the situation and failing a Council decision,
Member States may take the necessary measures as a matter of urgency having regard to the general
objectives of the joint action. The Member State concerned shall inform the Council immediately of any
such measures. ’

7. Should there be any major difficulties in implementing a joint action, a Member State shall refer them
to the Council which shall discuss them and seek appropriate solutions. Such solutions shall not run
counter to the objectives of the joint action or impair its effectiveness.

<

ARTICLE 15 (ex Atticle 1.5)
The Council shall adopt common positions. Common positions shall define the approach of the Union to a

particular matter of a geographical or thematic nature. Member States shall ensure that their national
policies conform to the common positions.
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 ARTICLE 16 (ex Article 1.6)

Member States shall inform and consult one another within the Council on any matter of foreign and
security policy of general interest in order to ensure that the Union's influence is exerted as effectively as
possible by means of concerted and convergent action.

ARTICLE 17 (ex Article J.7)

1. The common foreign and security policy shall include all questions relating to the security of the Union,
including the progressive framing of a common defence policy, in accordance with the second
subparagraph, which might lead to a common defence, should the European Council so decide. It shall in
that case recommend to the Member States the adoption of such a decision in accordance with their
respective constitutional requlrements

The Western European Union (WEU) is an integral part of the development of the Union providing the
Union with access to an operational capability notably in the context of paragraph 2. It supports the Union
in framing the defence aspects of the common foreign and security policy as set out in this Article. The
Union shall accordingly foster closer institutional relations with the WEU with a view to the possibility of
the integration of the WEU into the Union, should the European Council so decide. It shall in that case
recommend to the Member States the adoption of such a decision in accordance with their respective
constitutional requirements.

The policy of the Union in accordance with this Article shall not prejudice the specific character of the
security and defence policy of certain Member States and shall respect the obligations of certain Member
States, which see their common defence realised in the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), under
the North Atlantic Treaty and be compatible with the common security and defence policy established
within that framework.

The progressive framing of a common defence policy will be supported, as Member States consider
appropriate, by cooperation between them in the field of armaments.

2. Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and
tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.

3. The Union will avail itself of the WEU to elaborate and unplement decisions and actions of the Union
which have defence implications.

The competence of the European Council to establish guidelines in accordance with Article 13 shall also
obtain in respect of the WEU for those matters for which the Union avails itself of the WEU.

When the Union avails itself of the WEU to elaborate and implement decisions of the Union on the tasks
referred to in paragraph 2 all Member States of the Union shall be entitled to participate fully in the tasks in
question. The Council, in agreement with the institutions of the WEU, shall adopt the necessary practical
arrangements to allow all Member States contributing to the tasks in question to participate fully and on an
equal footing in planning and decision-taking in the WEU.

Decisions having defence implications dealt with under this paragraph shall be taken without prejudlce to
the policies and obligations referred to in paragraph 1, third subparagraph

4. The provisions of this Article shall not prevent the development of closer cooperation between two or
more Member States on a bilateral level, in the framework of the WEU and the Atlantic Alliance, provided
such cooperation does not run counter to or impede that provided for in this Title.

5. With a view to furthering the objectives of this Article, the provisions of this Article will be reviewed in
accordance with Article 48.
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ARTICLE 18 (ex Article J.8)

1. The Presidency shall represent the Union in matters coming within the common foreign and security
policy. ' '

2. The Presidency shall be responsible for the implementation of decisions taken under this Title; in that
‘capacity it shall in principle express the position of the Union in international organisations and
international conferences.

3. The Presidency shall be assisted by the Secretary-General of the Council who shall exercise the
function of High Representative for the common foreign and security policy.

4. The Commission shall be fully associated in the tasks referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2. The Presidency
shall be assisted in those tasks if need be by the next Member State to hold the Presidency.

5. The Council may, whenever it deems it necessary, appoint a special representative with a mandate in
relation to particular policy issues.

_ ARTICLE 19 (ex Article 1.9)

1. Member States shall coordinate their action in international organisations and at international
conferences. They shall uphold the common positions in such fora.

In international organisations and at international conferences where not all the Member States participate,
those which do take part shall uphold the common positions. -

2. Without prejudice to paragraph 1 and Article 14(3), Member States represented in international
organisations or international conferences where not all the Member States participate shall keep the latter
informed of any matter of common interest.

Member States which are also members of the United Nations Security Council will concert and keep the
other Member States fully informed. Member States which are permanent members of the Security
Council will, in the execution of their functions, ensure the defence of the positions and the interests of the
Union, without prejudice to their responsibilities under the provisions of the United Nations Charter.

ARTICLE 20 (ex Article J.10)

The diplomatic and consular missions of the Member States and the Commission Delegations in third
countries and international conferences, and their representations to international organisations, shall
cooperate in ensuring that the common positions and joint actions adopted by the Council are complied
with and implemented.

They shall step up cooperation by exchanging information, carrying out joint assessments and contributing
to the implementation of the provisions referred to in Article 20 of the Treaty establishing the European
Community.

ARTICLE 21 (ex Atrticle J.11)

The Presidency shall consult the European Parliament on the main aspects and the basic choices of the
common foreign and security policy and shall ensure that the views of the European Parliament are duly
taken into consideration. The European Parliament shall be kept regularly informed by the Presidency and
the Commission of the development of the Union’s foreign and security policy. :

The European Parliament may ask questions of the Council or make recommendations to it. It shall hold an
annual debate on progress in implementing the common foreign and security policy.
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ARTICLE 22 (ex Article J.12)

1. Any Member State or the Commission may refer to the Council any question relating to the common
foreign and security policy and may submit proposals to the Council.

2. In cases requiring a rapid decision, the Presidency, of its own motion, or at the request of the
Commission or a Member State, shall convene an extraordinary Council meeting within forty-eight hours
or, in an emergency, within a shorter period.

ARTICLE 23 (ex Article J.13)

1. Decisions under this Title shall be taken by the Council acting unanimously. Abstentions by members
present in person or represented shall not prevent the adoption of such decisions.

When abstaining in a vote, any member of the Council may qualify its abstention by making a formal
declaration under the present subparagraph. In that case, it shall not be obliged to apply the decision, but
shall accept that the decision commits the Union. In a spirit of mutual solidarity, the Member State
concerned shall refrain from any action likely to conflict with or impede Union action based on that
decision and the other Member States shall respect its position. If the members of the Council qualifying
their abstention in this way represent more than one third of the votes weighted in accordance with
Article 205(2) of the Treaty establishing the European Community, the decision shall not be adopted.

2. By derogation from the provisions of paragraph 1, the Council shall act by qualiﬁed majority:

— when adopting joint actions, common posmons or taking any other decision on the basis of a common
strategy; :

— when adopting any decision implementing a joint action or a common position.

If a member of the Council declares that, for important and stated reasons of national policy, it intends to
oppose the adoption of a decision to be taken by qualified majority, a vote shall not be taken. The Council
may, acting by a qualified majority, request that the matter be referred to the European Council for decision

by unanimity. .

The votes of the members of the Council shall be weighted in accordance with Article 205(2) of the Treaty
establishing the European Community. For their adoption, decisions shall require at least 62 votes in
favour, cast by at least 10 members.

This paragraph shall not apply to decisions having military or defence implications.
3. For procedural questions, the Council shall act by a majority of its members.
ARTICLE 24 (ex Aticle J.14)

When it is necessary to conclude an agreement with one or more States or international organisations in
implementation of this Title, the Council, acting unanimously, may authorise the Presidency, assisted by
the Commission as appropriate, to open negotiations to that effect. Such agreements shall be concluded by
the Council acting unanimously on a recommendation from the Presidency. No agreement shall be binding
on a Member State whose representative in the Council states that it has to comply with the requirements of
its own constitutional procedure; the other members of the Council may agree that the agreement shall
apply provisionally to them.

. The provisions of this Atticle shall also apply to matters falling under Title VL.
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ARTICLE 25 (ex Article J.15)

Without prejudice to Article 207 of the Treaty establishing the European Community, a Political
Committee shall monitor the international situation in the areas covered by the common foreign and
security policy and contribute to the definition of policies by delivering opinions to the Council at the
request of the Council or on its own initiative. It shall also monitor the implementation of agreed policies,
without prejudice to the responsibility of the Presidency and the Commission.

- ARTICLE 26 (ex Article J.16)

The Secretary-General of the Council, High Representative for the common foreign and security policy, -
shall assist the Council in matters coming within the scope of the common foreign and security policy, in
particular through contributing to the formulation, preparation and implementation of policy decisions, and,
when appropriate and acting on behalf of the Council at the request of the Presidency, through conductlng
political dialogue with third parties.

ARTICLE 27 (ex Article J.17)

The Commission shall be fully associated with the work carried out in the common foreign and security
policy field. :

ARTICLE 28 (ex Article J.18)

1. Articles 189, 190, 196 to 199, 203, 204, 206 to 209, 213 to 219, 255 and 290 of the Treaty establishing
the European Community shall apply to the provisions relating to the areas referred to in this Title.

2. Administrative expenditure which the provisions relating to the areas referred to in this Title entail for
the institutions shall be charged to the budget of the European Communities.

3. Operational expenditure to which the implementation of those provisions gives rise shall also be
charged to the budget of the European Communities, except for such expenditure arising from operations
having military or defence implications and cases where the Council acting unanimously decides otherwise.

In cases where expenditure is not charged to the budget of the European Communities it shall be charged to
the Member States in accordance with the gross national product scale, unless the Council acting
unanimously decides otherwise. As for expenditure arising from operations having military or defence
implications, Member States whose representatives in the Council have made a formal declaration under
Article 23(1), second subparagraph, shall not be obliged to contribute to the financing thereof.

4. The budgetary procedure laid down in the Treaty establishing the European Community shall apply to
the expenditure charged to the budget of the European Communities.
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September 1989 - May 1991.

Bradley Fighting Vehicle Platoon Leader, 3™ platoon,
B Company, 3" Battalion, 7™ Infantry Regiment, 24"
Infantry Division, Fort Stewart, Georgia, June 1988 -
September 1989. '

Captain Rizzo’s military education includes:

Defense Language Institute (Italian), Combined Arms Staff
and Services School, Air Assault School, Armor Officer
Advanced Course, Infantry Officer Basic Course, Mortar
Platoon Leaders Course, Bradley Commander Course, Ranger
School, and Airborne School. a :




